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What is The Nation’s Report Card? 
TI-IE NATION’S REPOR’I’ CARD, the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), is  a nationally 
representative and continuing assessment of what America’s students know and can do in various subject areas. 
Since 1969, assessments have been conducted periodically in reading, mathematics, science, writing, history, 
geography, and other fields. By making objective information on student performance available to policymakers at 
the national, state, and local levels, NAEP is an integral part of our nation’s evnluation of the condition and progress 
of education. Only information related to academic achievement is collected under this program. NAEP guarantees 
the privacy of individual students and their families. 

of Education Sciences of the US. Department of Education. The Commissioner of Education Statistics is 
responsible, by law, for canying out the NAEP project through competitive awards to qualified organizations. 

In 1988, Congress established the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) to oversee and set policy for 
NAEP. The Board is responsible for: selecting the subject areas to be assessed; setting appropriate student 
achievement levels; developing assessment objectives and test specifications; developing a process for the review of 
the assessment; designing the assessment methodology; developing guidelines for reporting and disseminating 
NAEP results; developing standards and procedures for interstate, regional, and national comparisons; determining 
the appropriateness of all assessment items and ensuring the assessment items are free from bias and are secular, 
neutral, and non-ideological; taking actions to improve the form, content, use, and reporting of results of the National 
Assessment; and planning and executing the initial public release of National Assessment of Educational Progress 
reports. 

NAEP is a congressionally mandated project of the National Center for Education Statistics, within the Institute 
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 
is an ongoing nationally representative sample survey of 
student achievement in core subject areas. Authorized by 
Congress and administered by the National Center for 
Education Statistics (NCES) within the Institute of 
Education Sciences of the US. Department of Education, 
NAEP regularly reports to the public on the educational 
progress of fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-grade students. 

This report presents the results of the NAEP 2002 writing, 

assessment for the nation at grades 4, 8, and 12 and for 
participating states and other jurisdictions at grades 4 and 8. 
Assessment results are described in terms of their average 
writing score on a 0-300 scale and in terms of the 

percentage of students attaining each of three achievement 

levels: Ba.si6; Projcient, and Aduanced 
The achievement levels are performance standards adopted 

by the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) as 
part of its statutory responsibilities. The achievement levels 

are a collective judgment of what students should know and 
be able to do for each grade tested. As provided by law, 
NCES, upon review of a congressionally mandated 

evaluation of NAEP, determined that the achievement levels 
are to be considered developmental and should be 
interpreted with caution. However, both the Commissioner 
and the Board believe that these performance standards are 
u s e l l  for understanding trends in student achievement. They 
have been widely used by national and state officials, as a 

common yardstick of academic performance. 
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The results presented in this report are 
based on represcntative samples of students 
for the nation and for participating states 
and other jurisdictions. Approximately 
276,000 students from 11,000 schools were 
assessed. The national rcsults rcflect the 
performance of students attcnding both 
public and nonpublic schools, while the 
statc and jurisdiction rcsults rcflect only thc 
performance of students attending public 
schools. Information about writing achieve- 
ment for students in selcctcd urban school 
districts is presented in the NAEP 2002 
Trial Urban District Assessmcnt of writing.' 

In addition to providing average scores 
and achievement level performance in 
writing for thc nation and statcs and otlicr 
jurisdictions, this report provides results for 
subgroups of students defined by various 
background characteristics. A summary of 
major findings from the NAEP 2002 
assessnicnt is prcsentcd on thc following 
pages. Comparisons are made to national 
results from the 1998 asscssmcnt. The 

' NAEP 1998 writing assessment was not 
administered at the state/jurisdiction level 
at grade 4; therefore, state-level compari- 
sons are presented only for grade 8. 
Changcs in student pcrformance across 
years or differences between groups of 
students in 2002 are discussed only if thcy 
have been dctermincd to bc statistically 
significant at the 0.05 Icvel. 

Overall Writing Results for 
the Nation and the States 
Writing Results for the Nation 
H Students' average scores on the NAEP 

writing asscssmcnt increased betwccn 
1998 and 2002 at gradcs 4 and 8. How- 
ever, no significant change was detected 
in the performance of twelfth-graders' 
betwecn thc two asscssmcnt ycars. 

H Fourth-gradc writing scores at the 10th 
to the 90th percentiles increased between 
1998 and 2002. This means that the 
perforrnancc of high, middle, and low 
pcrforming studcnts improvcd between 
the two years. Gains were observed 
among the middle- and higher-perform- 
ing studcnts at grade 8. At grade 12, only 
the score at the 90th perccntile increascd 
since 1998, whilc scores at the 10th and 
25th percentiles were lower in 2002. 

H In 2002, bctwccn 24 and 31 pcrccnt of 
the students in each of the three grades 
performed at or above the ProJicient level. 
Fourth- and eighth-graders madc ovcrall 
gains since 1998 in rcaching the ProJiclent 
level. There was no significant change 
detected in the percentage of twelfth- 
gradcrs at or above ProJicient; howcvcr thc 
percentagc of twelfth-graders at or above 
Basic decreased since 1998. 

Lutkus, A. D., Dame, M. C., \Veuier, A. W, aud Jui, \! (fortlicoiiiug). The Nationk Report Card: Trial Urban District 
Assessment, Writitg 2002. Wasllitigtoti, DC: U.S. Departrucnt of Education, Iustinite of Education Sciences, 
Natiotial Ceiiter for Educatioti Statistics. 
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.Writing Results for the States 
and Other Jurisdictions 
Results from the 2002 assessment are 
reportcd for 48 states and othcr jurisdictions 
at gradcs 4, and 47 statcs and othcr jurisdic- 
tions at grade 8. Rcsults arc rcportcd only 
for public-school students at thc state or 
jurisdiction level. 

At grade 4 
w In 2002, fourth-gradc average scorcs wcrc 

highcr than thc national avcragc scorc in 
17 jurisdictions, and lower than the 
national average in 22 jurisdictions. 

w Connecticut, Massachusetts, and Dcla- 
ware were among the highest performing 
jurisdictions at grade 4. The average 
writing scorcs in Connecticut and Massa- 
chusctts wcrc highcr than in any of thc 
other participating jurisdictions. h4.assa- 
chusetts was only outperformed by 
Connecticut. Studcnts in Dclawarc wcrc 
only outpcrformcd by studcnts in Con- 
necticut and Massachusetts and had 
higher scores than the other participating 
jurisdictions cxccpt Ncw York. 

At grade 8 
H Of the 36 jurisdictions that participated 

in both thc 1998 and 2002 cighth-gradc 
writing assessmcnt, 16 showcd scorc 
increases in 2002 and none showed a 
significant decrease. 

The percentage of eighth-graders at or 
above A-@cient increased in 17 jurisdic- 
tions and dccrcased in 1 jurisdiction sincc 
1998. 

Connecticut, Dcpartmcnt of Dcfcnsc 
domestic and overseas schools, Massa- 
chusetts, and Vermont were among the 
highcst pcrforming jurisdictions at gradc 8. 

National and State 
Writing Results for 
Student Subgroups 
In addition to overall results for thc nation 
and for thc statcs and jurisdictions, NAEP 
reports on the performance of various 
subgroups of students. Observed differ- 
ences between student subgroups in NAEP 
writing performance most likely reflect the 
intcraction of a rangc of socioeconomic 
and educational factors not addressed in this 
rcport or by NAEP. 

National Results 
Gender 

The average scores of male and female 
fourth- and eighth-graders were highcr in 
2002 than in 1998; howcvcr, at gradc 12, 
thc avcragc scorcs for malc studcnts 
declined. 

Thc pcrccntagcs of fcmalc studcnts 
pcrforming at or abovc Projiaent incrcascd 
since 1998 at all three grades, and the 
percentage of malc students performing 
at or abovc 1’t.oficient incrcascd at gradcs 4 
and 8. 

In 2002, fcmalc studcnts had highcr 
avcragc scorcs than malc studcnts at all 
three grades. 

In 2002, fcmales outpcrformcd males 
on average by 17 points at grade 4, 21 
points at grade 8, and 25 points at grade 
12. Thc dcclinc in thc avcragc scorc for 
male twclftli-gradcrs bctwccn 1998 and 
2002 rcsultcd in an incrcasc in thc gap 
bctween male and female students. 
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Race/Ethnicity 
W At grades 4 and 8, White, Black, and 

Hispanic students had higher average 
writmg scores in 2002 than in 1998. 

W The percentages of students performing 
at or above l’qfkieent incrcascd sincc 1998 
among Whitc, Black, Hispanic, and 
Asian/Pacific Islander students at grade 4 
and among White, Black, and Hispanic 
studcnts at grade 8. 

,it  grade 4, Asian/Pacific Islander stu- 
dents outperformed all other groups in 
2002, and Whitc students outperformed 
Black, Hispanic, and Amcrican Indian/ 
hlaska Native students. At grade 8, 
White and Asian/Pacific Islander stu- 
dents scorcd highcr on avcragc than 
Black, Hispanic, and Amcrican Indian/ 
Alaska Native students. At grade 12, 
White and -4sian/Pacific Islander stu- 
dents scorcd highcr on average than 
Black and Hispanic studcnts, and 
I-Itspanic students had higher scores 
than Black students. 

W In 2002, thc scorc gap bctwccn Whitc 
and Black fourth-graders was smaller 
than in 1998. 

Eligibility for 
Free/Reduced-Price Lunch 
The program providing free/reduced-price 
lunch is administcrcd by thc U.S. Depart- 
mciit of Agriculturc (USDA) for childrcn 
ncar or below thc povcrty linc. Eligibility is 
dctcrmincd by thc USDAs Incomc Eligibil- 
ity Guidelines (http://www.fns.usda.gov/ 
cnd/IEGs&NAPs/IEGs.htm). 

,4verage fourth- and eighth-grade writing 
scores in 2002 were higher than in 1998 
for students who werc cligiblc for frcc/ 
rcduccd-price lunch, as wcll as for those 
who were not eligible. 

W The pcrccntages of fourth- and cighth- 
gradcrs at or abovc PrGccient wcrc higher 
in 2002 than in 1998 for students who 
were eligible and those who were not 
eligiblc for frcc/rcduced-price lunch. 

In 2002, the average writing score for 
studcnts who wcrc cligiblc for free/ 
reduccd-pricc lunch was lowcr than that 
of students who were not eligible at all 
three grades. 

Title I Participation 
Title I is a federally hnded program that 
provides educational services to children 
who live in areas with high concentrations 
of low-incomc families. Due to rccent 
changes in how the program is adminis- 
tcrcd, comparisons to prcvious asscssmcnt 
ycar results arc not available. 

W In 2002, students at all thrcc grades who 
attended schools that participated in Title 
I, had lower average writing scores than 
studcnts who attcndcd schools that did 
not participatc in Titlc I. 
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Parents’ Level of Education 
(reported by students) 
W There was a positive relationship 

betwecn higher lcvcls of parental 
education as reported by students and 
student achievement: for both eighth- 
and twelfth-graders, the higher the 
parcntal education level, the higher the 
avcragc writing scorc. (Information 
about parcntal education was not 
collected at grade 4.) 

Type of School 
W The average writing scores for fourth- 

and eighth-grade public-school students 
were highcr in 2002 than in 1998. 

W In 2002, at all three grades, students who 
attended nonpublic schools had higher 
avcragc writing scores than students who 
attended public schools. At gradc 8, 
students who attended Catholic schools 
had higher scores than those attending 
othcr nonpublic schools. 

Type of School Location 
W Students in urban fringc schools had 

higher average writing scores than their 
peers in central city schools and rural 
schools at all threc gradcs. Fourth- and 
eighth-gradc students in rural schools had 
higher scores than their peers in central 
city schools, while the reverse was true at 
grade 12. 

State and Jurisdiction Results 
Gender 

At grade 8, avcragc scorcs wcrc higher in 
2002 than in 1998 for both male and 
female students in 12 jurisdictions, for 
fcmale students only in 1 jurisdiction, and 
for malc students only in 2 jurisdictions. 

W In 2002, females had higher average 
scores than malcs in all thc participating 
jurisdictions at both gradcs 4 and 8. 

Race/Ethnicity 
W At gradc 8, avcragc scorcs increased sincc 

1998 for White students in 15 jurisdic- 
tions, for Black students in 9 jurisdictions, 
for Hispanic students in 4 jurisdictions, 
and for students classificd as Othcr in 1 
jurisdiction. 

more racial/cthnic subgroups of cighth- 
graders in the following jurisdictions: 
Arkansas, Delaware, Florida, Louisiana, 
Maryland, Missouri, North Carolina, 
South Carolina, and Washington. 

W Scorc increases wcrc obscrvcd for two or 

Free/Reduced-Price Lunch 
H At grade 8, average scores increased since 

1998 for both those students who were 
eligible for frce/rcduccd-price lunch and 
those who wcrc not cligblc in 11 junsdic- 
tions, for eligble students in 1 jurisdic- 
tion, and for students who were not 
eligible in 4 jurisdictions. 
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Writing is a hdamenta l  skill for individuals and for 
civilizations. Writing enables us to record and reflect on our 
experiences, to communicate with others, and to preserve a 
common culture. In our democratic society, writing is a 
central form of discourse. A healthy and civil society requires 
citizens who are able to state a case carefully and to reason 
with others persuasively. Thus, writing has always been an 
important feature of school curricula from the early 
elementary grades through h g h  school and post-secondary 
education. In a technology-based, electronically dependent 
economy, the ability to write clearly is a critical skill for 
advancing knowledge, enhancing competence, posing new 
ideas, and making those ideas comprehensible to an 
information-dependent citizenry.’ 

The National Assessment of Educational Progress 
P A E P )  reports on writing assessments are an important 
source of information on students’ writing achievement. 
This report presents major results from the NAEP 2002 
writing assessment of the nation’s fourth-, eighth-, and 
twelfth-grade students. In addition, it provides results for 
fourth- and eighth-grade students in states and other 
jurisdictions that participated in the 2002 assessment. 
Finally, the report compares students’ 2002 performance to 
their performance in 1998. The report is intended to inform 
educators, policymakers, parents, and the general public 
about students’ achievement in writing. 

Scardamalia, M. and Bereiter, C. (1991). Literate Expertise. In I<. A. Ericssoii and J. 
Smith (Eds.), Touurd a General Theov .f E-upertisc: Prospech andlitnib, pp. 172-19. 
New Yo&: Cambridge Uiuversity Press. 
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Overview of the 2002 
National Assessment of 
Educational Progress 
in Writing 
For more than 30 years, NAEP has rcgularly 
collected, analyzed, and reported valid and 
rcliablc information about what American 
studcnts know and can do in a variety of 
subject arcas. A s  authorizcd by thc U.S. 
Congrcss, NAEP asscsscs rcprcsentativc 
national samples of fourth-, eighth-, and 
twclfth-gradc studcnts. 

Sincc 1990, NAEP has also assessed 
rcpresentative samples of fourth- and 
eighth-grade students in states and other 
jurisdictions that participate in the NriEP 
state-by-state assessments in several sub- 
jects. NAEP is administered and overseen 
by the National Center for Education 
Statxtics (NCES), in thc U.S. Dcpartmcnt 
of Education's Institute of Education 
Sciences (IES). 

The contcnt of all NAEP assessments is 
determined by subject-area frameworks that 
arc dcvclopcd by thc National Asscssmcnt 
Governing Board (N-AGB). Thc framcwork 
for thc NAEP writing asscssmcnt guided 
dcvclopmcnt of thc asscssmcnt that was 
first administcrcd in 1938 and most rcccntly 
in 2002. 

The assessment was first given nationally 
to fourth-, cighth-, and twelfth-gradcrs in 
1998. Stdtc-lcvcl asscssmcnts using thc same 
instrument as that used nationally were 
conducted only at gradc 8 in 1998. 

The 2002 assessmcnt was conducted at 
grades 4, 8, and 12 nationally, and at grades 
4 and 8 within the states and other jurisdic- 
tions that participatcd in thc statc-lcvcl 
assessment. Throughout this rcport, na- 
tional results from thc 2002 asscssmcnt are 
compared to those from 1998 at all thrcc 
grades. Comparisons of results for states 
and othcr jurisdictions that participatcd in 
both the 1998 and 2002 assessments at 
grade 8 are also presented. 

Framework for the 1998 and 
2002 Writing Assessments 
Tlic NAEP 1998 writing framework is the 
blucprint that has spccificd thc contcnt and 
guidcd thc dcvclopmcnt of thc 1998 and 
2002 writing asscssmcnts.' The frarncwork 
establishes the assessment objectives and 
provides dircction for thc kinds of writing 
tasks to be included in the instrument. The 
f m e w o r k  is a product of a nationwide 
proccss involving many parties conccrncd 
about writing education, including teachers, 
state education officials, subject-area special- 
ists, rcscarchcrs, and rcprcscntativcs of the 
gcneral public. 'This effort was managcd by 
thc Ccntcr for Rescarch on Evaluation, 
Standards, and Student Tcsting (CRESST), 
under thc dircction of NAGB. NAGB also 
contmctcd with ACT to providc dctailcd 
guidelines for the kinds of writing tasks to 
include in thc asscssmcnt. 

' National Assessmetit GoverilLig Board. Writing Frumewrk and Spcc$cuh'onsJb the 1998 Nutionuf Assessment d 
Edicufional Progress. \VasllLigton, DC Author. 
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The NAEP writing framework, informed 
by currcnt rcscarch and theory, cmphasizcs 
that writing addresses a variety of purposes 
and audicnccs. Thc framework discusscs 
thrcc purposcs for writing: narrative 
(tclling a story), informative (informing 
the readcr), and persuasive (persuading the 
reader). To ensure that NAEP writing 

assessments reflcct the genres receiving the 
most instructional crnphasis, the framcwork 
prescribes that NAEP writing tasks focus 
on thesc thrcc purposcs at all thrcc gradc 
lcvcls (4, 8, and 12).3 Descriptions 
of narrativc, informative, and pcrsuasivc 
writing appcar in figure 1 .l. 

Figure 1.1 Descriptions of the three purposes for wr i t ing in the NAEP writing assessment 

Narrot ive wr i t ing Narrative writing encourages writers to incorporate their imagination and creativity in the production of 
stories or personal essays. At its best, narrative writing fosters imagination, creativity, and speculation 
by allowing writers to express their thoughts and emotions, and offers an opportunity for writers to 
analyze and understand their actions and those of others. 

The narrative tasks included in the NAEP 2002 writing assessment asked students to write many kinds of 
stories (most fiction, some nonfiction). Same of the tasks asked students to write in response to 
photographs, drawings, cartoons, poems, or stories (provided with the assessment). 

Informotive wr i t ing In informative writing, the writer provides the reader with information. Informative writing may involve 
reporting on events or experiences or analyzing concepts and relationships. When used m a  means of 
exploration, informative writing helps both the writer and the reader to learn new ideas and to reexamine 
old conclusions. 
Informotive tasks in  the NAEP 2002 writing assessment asked students to write on specified subjeds 
using many kinds of information, such as newspaper articles, charts, photographs, or reported dialogues 
(provided with the assessment), as well as their own knowledge. Students could write in a variety of 
formats, such 0s reports, newpaper articles, and letters. 

Persuasive writ ing Persuasive writing seeks to persuade the reader to take action or to bring obout change. This type of 
writing involves a clear awareness of what arguments might most affect the audience being addressed. 
Writing persuasively also requires the use of such skills as analysis, inference, synthesis, and evaluation. 
Persuasive tasks in the NAEP 2002 writing assessment asked students to write letters to the editor or to 
friends, to refute arguments, or to toke sides in a debate. 

0 1 1  rlie importance of specifying purpose iu writiug uistnictiori, see Oliver, E. (1989). Effects of Assigrmient OIL 

Writing Quallty at Four Grade kvels. Eng/ishQuarhr!y 21(4), 224-32. 
Geiitile, C. A,, Aiart.i~i-Relirrnarui, J., and Kennedy, J. H. (1995). Wiuhws into the C/assroom: W E P s  7992 l'or$/io 
Study (NCES 95-035). Wasl~igtoii, DC: US. Dept. of Education, Office of Educntioual Research aud Develop- 
iiieiit, Natiorinl Center for Educatioii Statistics. 
hpplebee, A. N., Lmgrger, J. A, Jerlkhs, L., Mullis, I. V. S., and Foertscli, At. (1930). Lurnitg to W i t e  in Our Nation1 
Schools: Insfruction andAchicc)emenf in 1988 at Grades 4, 8, and 12. Priticetori, NJ: Educetiold Testhig Service. 
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As the framework notes, the purposes 
for writing arc not always complctcly 
discrcte. For example, a narrative essay may 
makc a pcrsuasivc moral or cthical point, 
and a lcttcr to an cditor or congrcssional 
reprcscntativc may includc pcrtincnt facts 
and information. In fact, many of thc 
students whose writing rcceived high ratings 
uscd intcgratcd forms of prcscntation. 
The professional raters who evaluated the 
student responses were instructed not to 
penalizc such blcndcd prcscntations. 

The cmphasis on each purpose for 
writing varies from gradc to gradc to match 
the differing levels of student development 
and instructional focus. Thc asscssment 
cmphasized narrativc writing for fourth- 
gradcrs, gavc cornparablc weight to all three 
purposcs for cighth-gradcrs, and strcsscd 
persuasive writing for twelfth-graders. Table 
1.1 shows both thc pcrccntagc and actual 
number of tasks for each writing purpose at 
each grade level in the 2002 assessmcnt. 
Thesc distributions match thc targct pcr- 
centages established by the framework. 

Table 1.1 Distribution of writing tasks, by purpose for writing, in the NAEP 2002 writing assessment, 
grades 4,8, and 12 

Purpose for Percentage Number I 
writing of tasks of tasks 

Narrative 

Informative 

Persuasive 

Narrative 

Informative 

Persuasive 

Narrative 

Informative 

Persuasive 

40 
35 
25 

35 
35 
30 

25 
35 
40 

SOURCL U.S. Departmen1 of Educdmn, Inrtituie 01 Education hinrer, National Center for Educoh Slolistii, Ndiod Assessment of Edurslionol Progress (MEPI, 2002 Writing Armunenl. 
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In addition to speci$ing the percentage 
of thc asscssmcnt that should bc dcvotcd to 
each writing purpose, the framcwork speci- 
fics scvcral clcmcnts of writing that should 
pertain to writing tasks across thc assess- 
ment. When constructing writing assess- 
mcnt tasks, tcst dcvclopers consider various 
aspects of writing that are important €or 
motivating student engagement in thc 
assessment tasks. 

A writing task is usually a short text or 
visual stimulus, posing a situation, concern, 
or topic about which students are asked to 
write under a stated time constraint. The 
2002 assessment used many tasks that 
specified the writer’s audience. Some stu- 
dents wcrc askcd to write, for cxamplc, a 
letter to a friend or to a school board. 
Students also had opportunitics to write in a 
varicty of forms, such as essays, Icttcrs, 
reports, and storics. Writing tasks may havc 
uscd any of a varicty of stimuli to cvoke 
written responses, including photographs, 
cartoons, drawings, ncwspapcr articlcs, 
letters, or literary works, such as poems or 
stories. In addition, students received a brief 
brochure with suggestions for planning and 
revising their writing. 

To mect thc framcwork‘s objcctivc that 
students value writing as a communicative 
activity, background questions on the 
asscssmcnt asked students about thcir view 
of themselves as writers and their writing 
practices at home and at school. Data for 
thcsc background qucs tions are available on 
thc NAEP wcb sitc (http://nccs;ed.gov/ 
nationsrcportcard/nacpdat;l). 

The 2002 NAEP Writing 
Assessment Instrument 
So that the assessment reflects the NAEP 
writing framework and expert perspectives 
on the measurement of writing, it under- 
goes stringent review by teachers, teacher 
cducators, statc officials, and mcasurcmcnt 
specialists during the development process. 
All componciits of thc asscssmcnt are 
cvaluatcd for curricular relevancc, dcvclop- 
mcntal appropriatcness, fairness, and adhcr- 
cncc to thc framcwork and tcst spccifica- 
tions. The 2002 writing assessment included 
twenty 25-minute tasks each at gradcs 4, 8, 
and 12. 

To tninimizc thc burdcn on any one 
student, NAEP uses a proccdurc rckrrcd to 
as matrix sampling, in which different 
students at any given grade arc administcrcd 
only a small portion of the entire asscss- 
mcnt. At each grade, students received test 
booklcts with two 25-minute tasks. A 
representative sample of students at cach 
grade received each task, and the results 
were combined to produce avemgc group 
and subgroup results based on the entire 
asscssmcnt. In addition to the writing tasks 
in cach student’s tcst booklct, students wcrc 
askcd to complctc two sections of back- 
ground questions regarding thcir homc or 
school experiences related to writing 
achicvcmcnt. In total, thc time rcquircd for 
each student to participate in the 2002 
NAEP writing assessment was no more 
than 1 hour. 
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School and Student Samples 
At the national level, rcsults arc reported 
for both public- and nonpublic-school 
studcnts. At the state or jurisdiction Icvcl, 
rcsults arc rcportcd only for public-school 
students. In order to obtain a representative 
samplc of studcnts for reporting national 
and state or jurisdiction results, approxi- 
mately 3,000 students from approximately 
100 schools per state or jurisdiction were 
sampled. In each state that did not partici- 
pate, a small number of shdents propor- 
tionate to the number of students in that 
state were samplcd to contribute to thc 
national samplc. Thc total sampled for the 
2002 writing assessment included approxi- 
niatcly 139,200 f0urt.h-gmdc studcnts in 
5,500 schools; 118,500 eighth-graders in 
4,700 schools; and 18,500 twclftli-graders in 
700 schools. Each selected school and 
student participating in the assessment 
represents a portion of the total population. 
The administration procedures for the 2002 
asscssmcnt pcrrnitted testing accommoda- 
tions for students with disabilities and 
limitcd English proficient students who 
required thcm in order to participate. For 
information on sample sizes and participa- 
tion ratcs by state or jurisdiction, see 
appendix A. 

Evaluating Students’ Writing 
on the NAEP Assessment 
Student responses in the NAEP 2002 
writing assessmcnt were evaluatcd according 
to scoring guidc critcria dcscribing six 
pcrformance lcvcls: Unsatisfactory, Insuffi- 
cient, tincvcn, Sufficicnt, Skillful, and 
Excellent. Scoring guides were developed 
for narrativc, informativc, and pcrsuasivc 

writing at each grade level. A scale of 1 to 6 
representing thcsc performance lcvcls was 
used to evaluate each student response. The 
guides included spccific notes for raters 
dcscribing various student approachcs to the 
task and offering anchor or prototypical 
student responses at cach grade level. For 
each task, a wide spectrum of student 
approachcs was judged acccptable. Ac- 
howledgng developmental differences 
between fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth- 
gradcs, thc scoring guidcs (prcscntcd in 
chapter 6) reflect higher performance 
expcctations for students in higher grades. 
Following the framcwork, the scoring guidcs 
cmphasizc students’ abilities to devclop and 
elaborate idcas, organizc their thoughts, and 
write grammatically correct prose. The 
critcria for measuring command of written 
English mechanics differed by grade, but 
were the same across the three purposes for 
writing (narrativc, informative, and persua- 
sive) within each grade. 

To give studcnts an opportunity to plan 
their writing, NAEP provided a page for 
students to engage in such planning activi- 
ties as rough drafts, outlines, lists, diagrams, 
and pictures. Students, although not re- 
quired to plan their writing, werc also gvcn 
pamphlets with ideas about planning, 
cditing, and rcvising writing and wcrc 
ciicouraged to utilize thcm in the asscss- 
mcnt. Recognizing that a time-controlled 
writing contcxt constrains studcnts’ oppor- 
tunities to plan and revise, responses to 
asscssmcnt tasks wcre vicwcd as first drafts 
and evaluated accordingly. (Further infor- 
mation about scoring is located in chapter 5.) 

6 CHAPTER 1 N A E P  2 0 0 2  W R I T I N G  R E P O R T  CARD 



Reporting the Writing 
Assessment Results 
Results from the Nl%P writing assessment 
are presented in two ways: as scale scores 
and as percentages of students attaining 
achievement levels. The scale scores, indi- 
cating how much studcnts know and can do in 
writing, are presented as average scale scores 
and as scale scorcs at sclectcd perccntilcs. 
Thc achievement levcl rcsults providc 
hrthcr information by indicating thc dcgrcc 
to which studcnt pcrformancc niccts thc 
standards set for what they should know and 
be able to do. Rcsults arc rcportcd only for 
groups or subgroups of students; an indi- 
vidual student’s performancc cannot bc 
rcported based on NAEP assessment. 

Student responses to all tasks were 
analyzed to dctcrminc thc pcrccntagc of 
students scoring at each level on the 6-level 
guides for narrative, informative, and 
pcrsuasivc writing. Thc analysis cntails 
summarizing the results on separate 
subscales for each writing purpose and then 
combining thc scparatc scalcs to form a 
single composite writing scale. This analysis 
yiclds the ovcrall scdc of 0 to 300 for cach 
of thc grades, 4,8, a i d  12. Pcrformancc for 
cach gradc is scaled scpwatcly; thcrcforc, 
avcragc scalc scorcs cannot be coinparcd 
across grades. For example, equal scorcs on 
gradc 4 and gradc 8 scdcs do not imply 
equal levels of writing ability. (See the 
section on data analysis and IRT scaling in 
appendix A for more information on 
scaling procedures.) 

Achievement level results are presented in 
tcrms of writing achicvcmcnt levels as 
authorized by NAEP legslation and 
adoptcd by NAGB. For cach gradc asscssed, 
NAGB has adopted thrce achievemcnt 
lcvels, Basic, Pmjcient, and Advanced. For 
rcporting purposcs, achievement levcl cut 
scores are placed on the writing scale to 
show thc following rangcs: bclow Basic, 
Basic, Pr@kent, and Adcanad. The achievc- 
ment level results are then reported as 
pcrccntagcs of studcnts within each 
achievement level range, as well as the 
pcrccntagc of studcnts at or abovc Basic and 
at or above Pr@&nt. 

The Setting of 
Achievement levels 
The 1988 N h E P  legislation that created the 
National Asscssment Governing Board 
(NAGB) directed the Board to identify 
“appropriate achievement goals . . . for each 
subjcct area” that NAEP mca~urcs.~ The 
2001 NAEP reauthorization reaffirmed 
many of the Board’s statutory responsibili- 
tics, including dcvcloping “appropriatc 
student achicvement levels for each grade or 
agc in cach subject arca to bc tcstcd . . . .”’ 
In ordcr to follow this dircctivc and achicvc 
thc mandatc of thc.1988 statutc “to im- 
prove thc form and use of NAEP results,” 
NAGB undertook the development of 
studcnt pcrformancc standards (callcd 
“achievement, levels”). Since 1990, the 
Board has adopted achievement levels in 
mathematics, reading, U.S. history, geogra- 
phy, science, writing, and civics. 

National Educatioii Statistics Act. Natioiial-4ssessinetit of Educatioiial Progress Improvement -Act, Pub. L. No. 
100-297, 20 U.S.C. $1221 ctscq. (1988). 
No Child Left Bellhid Act of 2001, Pub. L. No. 107-110,115 Stat. 1425 (2002). 

C H A P T E R  1 N A E P  2 0 0 2  W R I T I N G  R E P O R T  C A R D  7 

26 BEST CBBV AVAILABLE 



’The Board defined three achievement 
lcvcls for cach grade. Thc Basic lcvel denotes 
partial mastery of the knowledge and skills 
that arc fundamental for proficient work at 
a gven gradc. Thc Pr@cient lcvcl rcprcscnts 
solid academic performance. Students 
reaching this lcvel demonstrate competcncy 
over challengmg subject matter. The 
Advanced level prcsumcs mastery of both 
the Basic and Pr@cient levels and represents 
superior performance. Figure 1.2 presents 
thc policy definitions of thc i c h’ icvcmcnt 
levels that apply across grades and subject 
areas. The policy definitions guidcd the 
dcvclopmcnt of thc writing 1 c h‘ tcvcmcnt 
lcvcls, as wcll as thc achicvctncnt lcvcls 
cstablishcd in all other subject arcas. 
Adopting thrce lcvels of achievement for 
cach gradc signals the importancc of 
loohng at more than one standard of 
performance. In the Board’s view, the 
overall achievement goal for American 
students is performance that qu a i  1’f tes at 
thc Pr@&it lcvcl or higher as mcasurcd 
by NAEP. The  Basic level is not the de- 
sired goal, but rather rcprcscnts partial 
mastery that is a stcp toward Pr@&nt. 

The achievement levels in this report 
were adopted by the Board bascd on a 
standard-setting process designed and 
conducted undcr a contract with ACT. To 
dcvclop thcsc lcvcls, ACT convened a cross 
section of educators and intcrcstcd citizcns 
from across thc nation and askcd them to 
judge what students should know and be 
ablc to do rclativc to a body of contcnt 
reflected in the NAEP assessment frame- 
work for writing. This achievement level 
sctting proccss was rcvtcwcd by an array of 
individuals that included policymakers, 
rcprescntativcs of profcssional organiza- 
tions, tcachcrs, parents, and othcr mcmbcrs 
of the gcncral public. Prior to adopting 
thcsc lcvcls of student achicvcmcnt, NAGB 
engaged a large number of individuals to 
comment on the rccommcndcd lcvcls and 
to review the results. 

Thc results of the achicvcmcnt lcvcl 
setting proccss, after NAGB’s approval, 
become a set of achievement level descrip- 
tions and a set of achicvcmcnt lcvcl cut 
scores on the 0-300 NAEP writing scale. 
Thcse levels are used to describe student 
performance on the 1998 and 2002 writing 
assessments. 

Figure 1.2 Policy definitions of the three NAEP achievement levels 

Bosk This level denotes portial mastery of prerequisite knowledge and skills that are fundamental for 
proficient work at each grade. 

Proficient This level represents solid academic performonce for each grade assessed. Students reoching this 
level have demonstroied competency over challenging subject matter, including subiect-matter 
knowledge, application of such knowledge to real-world situations, and analytical skills appropriate 
to the subject matter. 

Advanced This level signifies superior performance. 

SOUR[E Nolionol Assamcnl Governing Bwrd. Wdfing frnmework and Spcrifirofiom for Ihs 1998 Nnl iod Arrmcnf  of€durofiann/ h g r e s  worhinglon, O(: Author. 
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Writing Achievement level 
Descriptions for Each Grade 

strate the competencies associated with 
botli thc Basic and thc Pr@cient lcvcls. For 

Specific definitions of the writing achieve- 
ment levels for grades 4, 8, and 12 are 
presented in figures 1.3 through 1.5. As 
notcd previously, the achievement levels are 
cumulative. Thcrcfore, studcnts pcrforming 
at the Pr@cient level also display the conipe- 
tencics associatcd with the Basic lcvcl, and 
studcnts at thc A d m u d  lcvcl also dcmon- 

each achievement level listed in figures 1.3 
through 1.5, the scale score that corrc- 
sponds to thc lowcst cut scorc of that lcvcl 
on tlic NAEP writing scale is shown in 
parcntheses. For example, in figurc 1.3 thc 
scale score of 176 corresponds to the lowest 
scorc of the gradc 4 Pn@ient level of 
achievement in writing. 

Figure 1.3 Descriptions of NAEP writing achievement levels, g rade 4 

The following statements describe the kinds of  things fourth-grade students should be able to do in writing at  each level of achievement. 
These statements should be interpreted with the constraints of  the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) in mind. Student 
perfarmontes reported with respect to these descriptions are in response to two age-appropriate writing tasks completed within 25 minutes 
each. Students ore not advised of the writing tasks in advance nor engaged in pre-writing instruction and pieparation; however, they ore 
given a set of “ideas for planning and reviewing“ their writing for the assessment. Although the Writing NAEP cannot fully assess students’ 
abilities to produce a polished piece of writing, the results do provide valuable information about students‘ abilities to generate writing in 
response to a variety of  purposes, tasks, and audiences within a rather limited period of time. 

Basic 
(1 15) 

fourth-grade students performing at the Basic level should be able to produce a somewhat organized and detailed 
response within the time aflowed that shows ageneralgrosp of the writing tosk they have been assigned. 
Fourth-grade students performing at the Bosiclevel should be able to produce a somewhat organized response within the time allowed 
thot shows o general grasp of the writing task they have been assigned. Their writing should include some supporting details. Its 
grammar, spelling, and capitalization should be accurate enough tocommunicate too reader, although there may be mistakes that get 
in the way of meaning. 

profic;mt fourth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able to produce an organized response within 
(1 76) the time allowed thot shows an understanding of the writing task they have been assigned. Their writing should 

include details thot support and develop their main ideu, und it should show that these students are aware of the 
audience they are expected to address. 
Fourth-grade students performing at the Proficientlevel should be able to produce an organized response within the time allowed that 
show an understonding of the writing tosk they have been assigned. Their writing should include details that support and develop the 
main idea of the piece, and its form, content, ond longuage should show that these students are aware of the audience they are 
expected to address. The grammar, spelling, and capitalization in the work should be accurate enough to communicate to a reader; 
there may be some mistakes, but these should not get in the woy of meaning. 

Advnnced fourth-grade students performing at the Advanced level should be able to produce an effective, well developed 
(225) response within the time ullowed thot shows a clear understanding of the writing task they have been assigned 

and the audience they are expected to address. rheir writing should include details undbe clearly organized, should 
use precise ond varled language, and may show signs of analyticat evoluative, or creative thinking. 
Fourth-grade students performing at the Advanced level should be able to produce an effective, well developed response within the 
time allowed that shows a cleor understanding of the writing tosk they have been assigned. Their writing should be clearly organized, 
making use of techniques such as consistency in topic or theme, sequencing, and o clearly marked beginning and ending. It should 
make use of precise ond varied language to speak to the audience the students are expected to address, ond it should include details 
and elaboration that support and develop the main idea of the piece. Their writing may also show signs of analytical, evaluative, or 
creative thinking. The grammar, spelling, and capitalization in the work should be occurate enough to communicate clearly; mistoker 
should be so few and so minor that a reader con easily skim over them. 
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Figure 1.4 Descriptions of NAEP writing achievement levels, grade 8 

I 
The following statements describe the kinds of things eighth-grade students should be able to do in writing at each level of achievement. 
These statements should be interpreted with the constraints of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEPI in mind. Student 
performances reported with respect to these descriptions are in response to two age-appropriate writing tasks completed within 25 minutes 
each. Students are not advised of the writing tasks in advance nor engaged in pre-writing instruction and preparation; however, they are 
given o set of "ideas for planning and reviewing" their writing for the assessment. Although the Writing NAEP cannot fully assess students' 
abilities to produce a polished piece of writing, the results do provide valuable information obout students' abilities to generate writing in 
response to a variety of purposes, tasks, and audiences within a rather limited period of time. 

Busic 
(1 14) 

Proficient 
(173) 

Advanced 
(224) 

Eighth-grade students performing at the Basic levelshouldbe able to produce an effective response within the time 
allowed that shows a general understanding of the writing task they have been assigned. fieir writing should 
show that these students are aware of the audience they are expected to address, andit should include supporting 
details in an organized way. 
Eighth-grade students performing at the iosiclevel should be able to produce an eff ective response within the time allowed that shows 
a general understanding of the writing task they have been assigned. Their writing should show that these students are aware of the 
audience they ore expected to address, and it should include supporting detoils in an organized way. The grammar, spelling, punctuation, 
and capitalization in the work should be accurate enough to communicate too reader, although there may be mistakes that get in the 
woy of meaning. 

Eighth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able to produce a detailed and organized response 
within the time allowed that shows an understanding of both the writing tusk they have been assigned and the 
audience they are experted to address. Their writing sbould include precise language and varied sentence structure, 
and it may show undytical evaluative, or creative thinking. 
Eighth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able to produce an effective response within the time allowed thot 
shows an understanding of both the writing task they have been assigned and the audience they ore expected to address. Their writing 
should be organized, making use of techniques such os sequencing or a cleorly morked beginning and ending, and i t  should make use 
of detoils and some eloborotion to support and develop the main idea of the piece. Their writing should include precise longuoge and 
some voriety in sentence structure, and i t  may show analytical, evaluative, or creative thinking. The grammar, spelling, punctuation, 
and capitolization in the work should be arcurote enough to communicate to a reader; there may be some errors, but these should not 
get in the way of meaning. 

Eighth-grade students performing at the Advanced level should be able to produce a fully developed response 
within the time allowed that shows a clear understanding of both the writing task they have been assigned and the 
audience they are expected to address. Their writing should show some analytical evaluative, or creative thinking 
and may make use of literary strategies to clarify a paint. At the same time, the writing should be clearly organized, 
demonstrating precise word choice and varied sentence structure. 
Eighth-grade students performing at the Advoncedlevel should be able to produce an effective and fully developed response within the 
time allowed that shows a cleor understanding of both the writing tosk they have been assigned and the audience they are expected to 
address. Their writing should show some analytical, evaluative, or treotive thinking, and should demonstrate precise word choice and 
varied sentence structure. Their work should include details and elaboration that support and develop the main ideo of the piece, and 
i t  may make use of strategies such as onologies, illustrations, examples, onecdotes, or figurative language to clarify a point. At the 
same time, the writing should show that these students can keep their work clearly and consistently organized. Writing by eighth-grade 
students performing at the Advonced level should contain few errors in grammar, spelling, punctuation, capitalization, and sentence 
structure. These writers should demonstrate good control of these elements and may use them for stylistic eff ed in their work. 

SOURCE Nnlionol Assessment Governing Board. (2001). Nntimul hmnf offducolonu/~~rogrsrrlrhlavsmcnflsvelr, 1992-1998 for Wrifng. S.C Loomh md M.L Bwrque (Edr). 
Wmhington, D(: Author. . 
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Figure 1.5 Descriptions of NAEP writing achievement levels, g rade 12 

The following stotements describe the kinds of things twelfth-grade students should be able to do in writing at each level of ochievernent. 
These stotements should be interpreted with the constraints of the Nationol Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) in mind. Student 
performances reported with respect to these descriptions ore in response to two age-oppropriote writing tasks completed within 25 minutes 
each. Students are not odvised of the writing tasks in advance nor engaged in pre-writing instruction and preparation; however, they are 
given a set of ”ideos for planning and reviewing” their writing for the assessment. Although the Writing NAEP cannot fully assess students’ 
abilities to produce o polished piece of writing, the results do provide valuable information about students‘ abilities to generate writing in 
response too  variety of purposes, tosks, and audiences within a rother limited period of time. 

805;~ 

(1 22) 
Twelfth-grade students performing at the Basic level shauld be able to produce a well-organized response within 
the time allowed that shows an understanding of both the writing task they have been assigned and the audience 
they are expected to address. Their writing should show some analytical, evaluative, or creative thinkins, and if 
should include details that support and develop the main idea of  the piece. 
Twelfth-grade students performing at the Basirlevel should be able to produce an effective response within the time allowed that shorn 
an understanding of both the writing task they have been assigned and the audience they are expected to address. Their writing should 
show some analytical, evaluative, or creative thinking. It should include details that support and develop the central idea of the piece, 
and it should be clearly organized, making use of techniques such as consistency in topic or theme, sequencing, and a clear introduction 
and conclusion. The grammar, spelling, punctuation, and Capitalization in these students‘ work should be accurate enough to communicate 
to a reader; there may be some errors, but these should not get in the way of meaning. 

Proficient Twelfth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able to produce an effectively orgunized and 
(1 78) fully developed response within the time allowed that uses analytical, evaluative, or creative thinklng. Their 

writing should indude details that support and develop the main idea of the piece, and it should show that these 
students are able to use precise language and variety in sentence structure to engage the audience they are 
expected to address. 
Twelfth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able to produce an effective and fully developed response within 
the time allowed that uses analytical, evoluotive, or creative thinking. Their writing should be organized eff ectiiely, and it should show 
that these students have a clear understanding of the writing task they have been assigned. I t  should be coherent, making use of 
techniquessuch as a consistent theme, sequencing, and a clear introduction and conclusion, and i t  should include details and elaboration 
that support and develop the main idea of the piece. The writing should show that these students are able to use precise language and 
variety in sentence structure to engage the audience they are expected to address. Writing by twelfth-grade students performing at the 
Proficient level should contoin few errors in grammar, spelling, punctuation, capitalization, and sentence structure. These writers should 
demonstrate a command of these elements and moy use them far stylistic effect in their work. 

Advanced Twelfth-grade students performing af the Advanced level should be able to produce a mature and sophisticated 
(230) response within the t h e  allawed that uses analytical, evaluative, or creative thinking. Their writing should be 

detailed and fuWy developed, and it should show that these students are able to use literary strategies to develop 
their ideas. At the same time, the writing should be well crafted and coherent, and it should show that these 
students are able to engage the audience they are expected to address through rich and compelling language, 
precise word choice, and variety in sentence structure. 
Twelfth-grade students performing at the Advanredlevel should be able to produce a mature and sophisticated response within the 
time allowed that uses onolytical, evaluative, or creative thinking. Their writing should be fully developed, incorporating details and 
elaboration that support and extend the main idea of the piece. It should show that these students can use literary strategies- 
anecdotes and repetition, for example-to develop their ideas. At the same time, the writing should be well crafted, organized, and 
coherent, and i t  should incorporate techniques such as a consistency in topic or theme, sequencing, and a clear introduction and 
conclusion. It should show that these writers can engage the audience they are expected to address through rich and compelling 
language, precise word choice, and variety in sentence structure. Writing by twelfth-grade students performing at the Advanred level 
should contain few errors in grammar, spelling, punctuation, capitalization, and sentence structure. These writers should demonstrate 
a sophisticated command of these elements and may use them for stylistic effect in their work. 

S O U R E  Notional Assessment Governing Bwrd. (2001). Ndho/ Arressntent o f  Fd~c~fionrJRogrerr Arhisveme~f levek, 19914998 for Wifing. S.C. Loomis ond M.L Bourque (Edr.). 
Weshiiglon, O(: Author. 
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Trial Status of 
Achievement levels 
As provided by law and based upon a 
rcview of congressionally mandated evalua- 
tion of NAEP, NCES has determined that 
achievement levels are to be used on a trial 
basis m d  should bc uscd with caution until 
NCES determines their validity. In 1993, the 
first of scvcral congrcssionally mandatcd 
cvaluations of thc achicvcmcnt lcvcl setting 
proccss concludcd that thc proccdurcs uscd 
to sct thc achicvcmcnt lcvcls wcrc flawcd 
and that the percentage of students at or 
abovc any particular achicvcmcnt lcvel cut 
point may be Others have 
critiqued these evaluations, asserting that the 
weight of the empirical cvidcnce does not 
support such con~lusions.~ 

In rcsponsc to thc cvaluations and 
critiques, N-IIGB conducted an additional 
study of the 1992 reading achievement 
lcvcls bcfore deciding to usc thcm for 
reporting 1994 NAEP results.’ When 
revicwing the findings of this study, the 
National Acadcmy of Education ( N B )  
panel expressed conccrn about what it saw 

as a “confirmatory bias” in the study and 
about thc inability of this study to “addrcss 
the panel’s perception that the levels had 
bcen sct too high.’” In 1997, thc NAE panel 
summanzcd its conccrns about intcrpreta- 
tion of N M P  results bascd on thc achicvc- 
mcnt lcvcls as follows: 

First, thc potcntial instability of thc 
lcvcls may intcrfcrc with thc accurate 
portrayal of trcnds. Sccond, thc pcrccp- 
tion that few American students are 
attaining thc higlicr standards wc ham 
set for them may deflect attention to the 
wrong aspects of education reform. The 
public has indicated its interest in 
bcnchmarking against international 
standxds, yet it is noteworthy that when 
American students performed very well 
on a 1991 intcrnational rcading assess- 
mcnt, thcsc results wcrc discounted 
because thcy wcrc contradictcd by poor 
pcrformmce against thc possibly flawcd 
NAEP reading achievement levels in tlie 
following ycar.” 

United States General Accotuitiug Office. (1993). Education ArhicucnientSkmmtt7rak: NAGB’sApproach fie/a!r Misleading 
Intepetations. US. General Accomithig Office Report. 1.0 Congressional Requestors. Washkigt on, DC: Author. 
National Academy of Education. (1993). Sening Perjormanre StanLrdrfor Achievemen!: A Rtport .J the National Academy 
o f  Ehrotion Panel ON the Emhiations of the N A E P  Tkal State As,ressment: An Ecwluation o f  the 1992 Achieuement Leueh. 
Stanford, CA: Author. 

’ Cizek, G. (1993). Reactions to NationalArahmy .J Ediication Report. \VasIUligtou, DC: Natioiial Assessment Goveruing 
Board. 
Kwc, hl. (1993). Commenk on the N A E P  Emhation o/ fbe M G B  Arhieucmenthvh. Waslliugtou, DC National 
Assessment Governing Board. 

’ American College Teshg. (1995). N A E P  Rea&ng ReYisifcn.An Eoaluation .J the 1992 Arhieuement Level Desrnptions. 
Wasliington, DC: National .4ssessment Goverring Board. 
National Acadcmy of Educatioti. (1996). Readtlig Acllievunclit Levels. ItiQua/ig ond Uti/ig: The 1994 Trioistote 
Assessment it! Reading. The Fourth Rcport .J the IVationalArademy .f .ELcation Panel on the Eualuation 4 the M E P  Tria/ 
State Assessmetit. Stanford, CA: Author. 

Momitah View, CA Author. 
lo National Acadetiiy of Education. (1997). Assessment in Transition: Monitoktg the Natiod Eahational Progrcss, p. 99. 
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NCES and NAGB continue to seek new 
and bcttcr ways to set pcrformancc stan- 
dards on NAEZ’.” For example, NCES and 
NAGB jointly sponsorcd a national confcr- 
ciicc on standard setting in largc-scale 
assessmcnts, which cxplorcd many issucs 
related to standard sctting.I2 Although ncw 
directions were presented and discussed, a 
provcn altcrnativc to thc current proccss has 
not yet been identified. NCES and NAGB 
continue to call on the research community 
to assist in findingways to improvc standard 
setting for reporting NAEP results. 

The most recent congressionally man- 
dated evaluation, conducted by the National 
Academy of Sciences (NAS), relied on prior 
studies of achicvcmciit lcvcls, rather than 
carrying out new evaluations, on the 
grounds that the proccss has not changed 
substantially sincc the initial problems were 
idcntificd. Instcad, the N44S panel studied 
the devclopmcnt of the 1996 sciciicc 
achievement levels. The NAS panel basically 
concurred with carlicr congressionally 
mmdated studies. The panel concluded that 
“NAEP’s current achievement level setting 
procedures remdin fundamentally flawed. 
‘The judgment tasks are difficult and confus- 
ing; raters’ judgments of different itcm 
types are internally inconsistent; appropriate 

validity evidence for the cut scores is lack- 
ing; and the proccss has produced unrcason- 
able results.” l3 

The NAS panel accepted the continuing 
use of achicvcmcnt lcvcls in rcporting 
N-IIEP results on a trial basis, until such 
time as bcttcr proccdures can be dcvclopcd. 
Specifically, the N24S pawl concluded that 
“. . . tracking changcs in thc pcrccntagcs of 
studcnts performing at or above those cut 
scores (or in fact, any selected cut scores) 
can be of usc in describing changcs in 
student performance ovcr time.”14 

NAGB urgcs all who arc concerncd 
about student pcrformancc lcvcls to rccog- 
nize that the use of these achievement levels 
is a devcloping proccss and IS subject to 
various interpretations. NAGB and NCES 
believe that the achievement levels are 
useful for reporting trends in the educa- 
tional achievement of students in the 
United States.” In fact, achicvcmcnt lcvcl 
results have been used in reports by the 
Prcsidcnt of the United States, the Sccrctary 
of Education, statc govcriiors, lcgrslators, 
and mcmbcrs of Congress. Govcrnmcnt 
lcadcrs in thc nation and in more than 40 
states use these results in their annual 
reports. 

I‘ Reckase, IvL D. (2000). The Ecolution of the I\iAEPAchieuemetztLecelSertingProcess. A Summury of the Research and 
Det’elopment of Efforts Conducted by ACT Iowa City, IA: ACT, Iuc. 
Natioual Assessrueut Governing Board and National Center for Educatiou Statistics. (1995). Proceedings of the Joint 
Conference on Stanhrd Settingjr large-Scale Assessments of the Natio,ral Assessnient Gowrning Board (NAGB) and the 
National CenferJor Edmation Statistics (NCES). Wasliugton, DC Govenuneut Priutiug Offce. 

l3 Pellegduo, J. W, Joues, L. R., acid Mitchell, K. J. (Eds.). (1999)). Grading the Nation’s Reporf Card: Euuluating NAEP und 
Trm~orming the Assessmen1 .f Educational Progress. Coimnittee OII the Evaluation of National aud State Assessments of 
Educatioual Progress, Board OIL Testiug wd Assessment, Coiuxuission ou Behavioral Social Scieuces aud Education, 
Natioual Research Council. Washiugtou, DC: Natioual Academy Press. 

l4  Ibid., 176. 
Forsytli, R. A. (2000). A Descriptiou of die Stmdard-Setting Procedures Used By Three Staudardued Test Publisli- 
ers. 111 At. I,, Bourque, (Ed.), Student Perfarmance Stnndardr ON the National Asse.rsment .f Educutional Progres.r: Afirinations 
und Imnprouemenfs. Washiiigtou, DC: National Xssessmeut Goveruulg Board. Availahle Iittp://wwa~.tiagh.org/ptlbs 
Nellliaus, J. Ivi. (2000). States with NAEP-Like Perforuiauce Staudarcls. 111 AI. L. Bourque, (Ed.), Stwdeert Performunce 
Standardr on the National Assessmetit of Educational Progress: Afimations and Improvements. \X~aslUngton, DC: N atioual 
Assessmeut Goveniug Board. 
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However, based on the congressionally 
mandatcd evaluations so far, NCES agrccs 
with the NAS panel’s recommendation that 
caution nceds to be cxcrciscd in thc USC of 
thc current achicvcmcnt lcvels. Thercforc, 
AXES concludes that thesc achicvcmcnt 
lcvcls should continue to bc uscd on a trial 
basis and should continue to be interpreted 
and uscd with caution. 

Interpreting NAEP Results 
The average scores and percentages pre- 
scntcd in this rcport arc cstimatcs based on 
samples of students rather than on entire 
populations. Moreover, the collection of 
questions used at cach grade level is but a 
sample of the many questions that could 
have bcen askcd to assess the shlls and 
abilitics dcscribcd in tlic NAEP writing 
framcwork. As such, thc results arc subjcct 
to a mcasurc of uncertainty, rcflcctcd in thc 
standard error of the estimates-a range of 
a fcw points plus or minus the scorc or 
percentage-which accounts for potential 
score or percentage fluctuation due to 
sampling and measurerncnt error. Thc 
estimated standard errors for the estimated 
scalc scorcs and pcrccntagcs in this rcport 
are accessible through the NAEP Data Tool 
on thc NAET web sitc (http://nccs.cd.gov/ 
nationsrcportcard/naepdata/). Examplcs of 
these estimatcd standard crrors are also 
providcd in appendix A, tables 14.8 to A.12, 
of this report. 

The differences between scale scores and 
bctwccn pcrccntagcs discusscd in the 
following chapters take into account the 
standard crrors associatcd with the csti- 
mates. Comparisons arc bascd on statistical 
tests that considcr both the magnitudc of 
thc difference betwecn thc group avcragc 
scores or percentages and tlie standard 
crrors of those statistics. Estimatcs based 
on smaller subgroups are likely to have 
relatively large standard errors. ,4s a conse- 
qucncc, somc secrningly largc diffcrcnccs 
may not be statistically significant. That is, it 
cannot bc dctcrmincd whcthcr these diffcr- 
cnccs arc duc to thc particular makcup of 
the samples of studcnts who are sclcctcd, or 
to true diffcrcnces in thc population of 
interest. When this is the case, the term 
“apparent diffcrcncc” is uscd in this rcport. 
Differences between scores or between 
perccntages are discussed in this report only 
when they are significant from a statistical 
perspective. All diffcrenccs reported are 
significant at thc .05 levcl (with appropriatc 
adjustments for comparison betwcen 
multiplc subgroups of studcnts). Tlic tcrm 
“significant” is intcndcd to identify statisti- 
cally dcpcndablc diffcrcnccs in avcragc 
scorcs or pcrccntagcs and not to imply a 
judgment about the absolute magnitude or 
thc cducational rclcvancc of thc diffcrcnccs. 
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Readers are cautioned against interpreting 
NAEP results in a causal scnsc. Inferciiccs 
related to subgroup performrance or to the 
cffcctivcncss of public and nonpublic 
schools, for cxamplc, should takc into 
consideration thc 'many sociocconomic and 
cducational factors that may affect writing 
performance. 

Overview of the 
Remaining Report 
This report describes the writing perfor- 
mmcc of fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth- 
graders in the nation, as well as fourth- and 
eighth-graders in participating statcs and 
othcr jurisdictions. Chapter 2 prcscnts 
ovcrall writing scalc scores and 1 ( c  h '  icvement 
lcvcl rcsults across ycars for both the nation 
and participating states and other jurisdic- 
tions. Chapter 3 discusses national rcsults 
for subgroups of students by gender, race/ 
ethnicity, parents' highest level of education 
(for gradcs 8 and 12 only), typc of school 
(public and nonpublic), type of school 
location (central city, urban fringe/large 
town, rural/small town), Titlc I participa- 
tion, and eligibility for free/reduced-price 
school lunch. Statc and jurisdiction results 
arc rcportcd by gcndcr, racc/cthnicity, and 
eligibility for frcc/rcduccd-pricc school 
lunch only. 

Chapter 4 presents sample writing tasks 
and samplc student rcsponscs reprcscnting 
varying score levels at each grade. In addi- 
tion, itcm maps for cach grade lcvcl dcscribc 
the skill nccdcd to respond to particular 
writing tasks and show tlic scorc points at 
which individual students had a high prob- 
ability of successfully writing in response to 
particular tasks, thcreby indicating thc 
relative difficulty of each task. 

The appendices of this report contain 
information to expand thc results prcsciited 
in chapters 2-4. Appends A contzi ns an 
overview of assessment development, 
sampling, inclusion of special-needs stu- 
dents and use of accommodations, adminis- 
tration, and analysis proccdurcs. Appendix 
B presents the percentages of students in 
cach of the subgroups rcportcd for thc 
nation and statcs or othcr jurisdictions. 
Finally, appendix C shows statc-lcvcl con- 
textual data from sources othcr than NAEP. 
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Average Writing Scale Score 
and Achievement Level Results 
for the Nation and States 
Overview 
This chapter presents the NAEP 2002 writing results for 
public- and nonpublic-school students in the nation at 
grades 4, 8, and 12 and for public-school students in 
participating states and jurisdictions at grades 4 and 8. 
Average scores on the NAEP writing composite scale 
range from 0 to 300; the three writing achievement levels 
are Ba3-L; Prqfkent, and Aduanced 

In addition to the results from the 2002 writing 
assessment, results are presented from 1998 for the nation 
at all threc grades and for participating states and other 
jurisdictions at grade 8. There was no state-level assessment 
at grade 4 in 1998. At grades 4 and 8, the national sample 
in 2002 was a subset of the combined sample of students 
assessed in each participating state plus an additional 
sample from the states that did not participate in the state 
assessment. Although results were presented by region of 
the country (Northeast, South, Central, and West) in 
previous reports, regional data are not presented in this 
year’s report because low participation in some states that 
did not participate in the state assessment made the 
comparative data for two of the regions less reliable than 
in the past. 

National Writing Scale Score Results 
Figure 2.1 displays the average writing scores from 1998 
and 2002 for fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-graders. Results 
for each grade are scaled independently; therefore, cross- 
grade score comparisons cannot be made. Students’ 
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avemge scores on the NAEP writing 
asscssmcnt incrcascd bctwccn 1998 and 
2002 at grades 4 and 8. However, there 

was no significant change detected in the 
pcrformancc of twelfth-gradcrs bctwccn 
the two assessment years. 

figure 2.1 Average writing scale scores, grades 4,8, and 12: 1998 and 2002 
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National Writing Scale Scores 
by Percentile 
Another way to view students' perfor- 
mance is by looking at how scores have 
changcd across thc pcrformancc distribu- 
tion. ,4n examination of scores at different 
pcrccntilcs on thc 0-300 writing scalc at 
cach gradc indicates whcthcr or not the 
changes sccn in the ovcrall national avcragc 
scorc results arc rcflcctcd in thc pcrfor- 
mance of lower-, middle-, and higher- 
performing studcnts. Results for cach gradc 
are scaled independently; therefore, cross- 
grade scorc comparisons cannot be made. 
Figure 2.2 shows the average writing scale 
score for students scoring at the loth, 25th, 
50th, 75th, and 30th pcrccntilcs at all threc 

gradc lcvcls. Thc pcrccntilc indicatcs the 
pcrccntagc of studcnts whosc scorcs fell 
below a particular point on the NAEP 
writing scak. For cxampk, thc 75th pcrccn- 
tile score at grade 4 was 179 in 2002, 
indicating that 75 percent of fourth-graders 
scored below 179. 

Increases in fourth-grade writing scores 
wcrc obscrvcd across the distribution. 
Gains were observed among the middle- 
and higher-performing students at grade 8; 
no significant changes wcrc dctectcd at  the 
10th and 25th percentiles. At grade 12, 
only the scorc at the 90th pcrccntilc in- 
creased since 1998, whilc scorcs at thc 
10th and 25th percentilcs wcrc lowcr in 
2002. 
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Figure 2.2 Writing stale store Percentiles, grades 4,8, and 12: 1998 and 2002 
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National Writing Achievement 
Level Results 
In addition to rcporting avcragc writing 
scale scores, NIIEP reports writing perfor- 
mancc by achicvcmcnt Icvcls. Thc writing 
achievement levels are Basic, Pmjcient, and 
Adtlannd. Discussion related to the setting 
of achicvement levels is covered in chapter 1. 

Figure 2.3 tracks the percentages of 
studcnts pcrforming at or abovc Basic and 
at or above Projbeat-the level identified 
by NAGB as the level at which all students 
should perform-across assessment years. 

Table 2.1 presents the achievement level 
rcsults in two ways for cach gradc: as thc 
percentage of students within each 
achicvcmcnt lcvcl, and as the pcrccntagc 
of studcnts at or abovc thc Basic lcvcl and 
at or abovc the Pmjcient Icvcl. Thc pcrccnt- 
agcs at or abovc spccific i ( C  h' icvemcnt 
levels are cumulative. Included among the 
pcrccntage of students at or abovc tlic Basic 
level are those who have achieved the 
Pmjcient and Advanced levels of perfor- 
mance. Includcd 'among studcnts at or 
above the Pmjkent level are those who 
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have attained the AdLunced level of perfor- 
mancc. Although srgnificmt differences in 
the percentages of students within achieve- 
mcnt lcvcls arc indicatcd in thc tablc, only 
tlic diffcrcnccs at or above Basic, at or 
abovc Ptvjuent, and at Advanced arc dis- 
cussed in this section. 

In 2002, bctwecn 24 and 31 pcrccnt of 
thc students in cach of the thrcc gradcs 
pcrformcd at or abovc the P?@in'ent lcvcl. 
Figure 2.3 shows that fourth- and eighth- 
graders have madc ovcrall g ins  sincc 1998 
in reaching the Prcjicient level, while there 
was no significant change detected in the 
percentage of twelfth-graders at or above 
this level over the same period of time. 

-4s shown in morc dctail in tablc 2.1, 
trends in achievement level results are 

generally consistent with trends in average 
scale score results since I998 that are 
described in the previous section. The 
pcrccntagcs of fourth-gradcrs at or abovc 
Basic and at or above Pmjccient increased 
over the period bcmccn the 1998 and 2002 
asscssmcnts. No significant changc was 
observed in the percentage of eighth- 
graders performing at or abovc Busic, whilc 
the percentage of eighth-grade students 
performing at or above Proficient increased 
ovcr thc samc intcrval. Thc pcrccntagc of 
twelfth-graders performing at or above 
Basic dccrcascd sincc 1998. Although only 
2 pcrccnt of thc studcnts in cach gradc 
pcrformcd at  thc Adzwnced lcvcl in 2002, 
this did rcflcct an incrcasc over thc pcr- 
centages in 1998. 

Figure 2.3 Percentage of students at or above Basicand Proficient in writing, grades 4,8, and 12: 1998 and 2002 
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Table 2.1 Percentage of students, by writing achievement level, grades 4,8, and 12: 1998 and 2002 

I 
Below Basic At Busic At Proficient At Advanced Busic 

1998 16 * 61 * 22* 1*  84* 23 * 
2002 14 58 26 2 86 28 

1998 16 58* 25 * 1* 84 21 * 
2002 15 54 29 2 85 31 

Writing Results for States and 
Other Jurisdictions 
In addition to thc national rcsults, writing 
performpance data were collccted for fourth- 
and cighth-grade students attcnding public 
schools in statcs and othcr jurisdicuons 
that chosc to participatc in thc 2002 
asscssmcnt.' Although 50 jurisdictions 
participated in the 2002 writing assessment 
at gradc 4, and 50 participatcd at gradc 8, 
not all met minimum school participation 
guidelines for reporting their results. (See 
appendix A for details on participation and 
reporting guidelines.) Results from the 2002 
asscssmcnt arc not includcd for Illinois and 
Wisconsin at grades 4 and 8, and for 
Minncsota at grade 8, bccausc thcy did not 
mcct thc minimum weighted school partici- 
pation n t c  of 70 pcrccnt. Jurisdictions that 
did not mcct onc or morc of the othcr 
participation guidelines are noted in each 

of the tables. Information about students' 
writing achicvcmcnt in sclcctcd urban 
school districts (Atlanta, Chicago, Houston, 
Los Angeles, and Ncw York City) is avail- 
able in the forthcoming NAEP TnuL U i i m  
Dishid Assessment Writing 2002. 

Results are presented for jurisdictions 
that participated in the 2002 writing 
assessment at grade 4, and in the 1998 and 
2002 asscssmcnts at gradc 8. Tablcs prc- 
senting state level rcsults at grade 8 indi- 
catc statistically significant changes across 
ycars whcn examining only one jurisdiction 
at a time (*), or whcn using a multiple 
comparison proccdurc bascd on all thc 
jurisdictions that participated (**) . Differ- 
cnccs discusscd in this rcport are bascd on 
statistically significant findings detected 
using either comparison procedure. (See 
appendix A for a more detailed discussion 
of comparison procedures.) 

' llirougliont t h i s  chapter tlle term jurisdictioii is used to refer to tlie states, territories, mid Department of Defense 
schools that participated in tlie NAEP writing assessments. 
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Writing Scale Score Results 
by State/Jurisdiction 
Average writing scale scores by jurisdiction 
are shown in table 2.2 for grade 4, and 
table 2.3 for grade 8. Whereas the national 
results presented in the previous sections 
of this chaptcr rcprcscnt both public and 
nonpublic schools combined, the national 
avcragc scorcs shown in cach of thcsc 

tablcs represent the performance of public- 
school studcnts only. 

Average fourth-grade scores ranged from 
125 to 174. Of the 36 jurisdictions that 
participated in both the 1998 and 2002 
eighth-grade writing assessments, 16 
showcd scorc increases in 2002, and nonc 
showcd a significant dccrcasc. 
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Table 2.2 Average writing scale scores, grade 4 public schools: By state, 2002 

Nation (Public) 
Alabama 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
California # 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Indiana 
Iowa + 

Kansas 4 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota 1 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Mexico 

New York + 
North Carolina 
North Dakota+ 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
Tennessee + 

Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington + 
West Virginia 

Wyoming 
Other Jurisdictions 

District of Columbia 
DDESS I 

DoDDS 
Guam 

Virgin lslands 

153 
140 
140 
145 
146 
174 
163 
158 
149 
149 
150 
154 
155 
149 
154 
142 
158 
157 
170 
147 
156 
141 
151 
149 
154 
145 
142 
163 . 
159 
150 
157 
142 
I49 
156 
157 
145 
149 
154 
145 
158 
157 
158 
147 
150 

135 
156 
159 
131 
125 
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Table 2.3 Average writing scale scores, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002 

Netion (Public) I 
Aloboma 

Arizona 
Arkanros 
California + 
(olorodo 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
ldoho 

Indiana 
Kansas * 

Kentucky 
Louisiono 

Maine 
Maryland 

Mossochwetts 
Michigan 

Minnesoto 
Mississippi 

Misouri 
Montana # 
Nebrarko 

Nevada 
New Mexico 

New York + 
North Carolino 
North Dokoto * 

Ohio 
Oklohomo 

Oregon + 
Pennsy lvonia 
Rhode Island 

South (orolina 
T e n m e  1 

Texas 
Utoh 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington * 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
American Somoo 

District of Columbio 
DDESS ' 

DoDDS 
Guom 

Virgin Islands 

148 
144 
143 
137 f" 
141 
151 
165 
144 *,** 
142 **** 
146 
135 - 
- 
- 
146 
136 +,+* 

155 
147 **** 
155 *,** 

148 
134 f" 
142 +,** 
150 

140 
141 
146 *,** 
150 **** 

- 

- 

- 
- 
152 
I49 * 

148 **** 
140 +**+ 
148 
154 
143 

153 
148 +,** 
144 
153 
146 +,+* 

- 

- 

- 
126 
160 
156 +,** 

124 
- 

152 
142 
141 
142 
144 

164 
159 
154 
147 
138 
151 
150 
155 
149 
142 
157 
157 
163 
147 

141 
151 
152 
156 
137 
140 
151 
157 
147 
160 
150 
155 
154 
151 
146 
148 
152 
143 
163 
157 
155 
144 

151 

- 

- 

- 

95 
128 
164 
161 
130 
128 
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The maps in figures 2.4 and 2.5 compare 
state and national averagc writing scores in 
2002 at grades 4 and 8 respectively. At 
grade 4, 17 jurisdictions had scorcs that 
were higher than thc national average 
scores, 22 had scorcs that wcrc lowcr than 
thc national avcragc, and no significant 
differences were detected between the 

jurisdiction and national averages for 9 
jurisdictions. At gradc 8, 12 jurisdictions 
had scores that were higher than the 
national avcragc scorcs, 20 had scorcs that 
were lower than the national average, and 
no significant differences wcrc detected 
between the state and national avcragc for 
15 jurisdictions. 

Figure 2.4 Comparison of state and national public school average writing scale scores, grade 4: 2002 

c' 
b 

c 
0 

0 
Guam 

d' American 
Samoa 

= Jurisdldion had higher average scale score thon ndan. 

0 Jurisdiction had lower average scale score than na~ion. 

0 Jutisdidion did no? partic$a?e in the NAEP 2002 Writing Sfate Assessment. 

1 ~ ~ d D d m D ~ D e ~ t ~ d ~ ~  * Depaimdof Defeme D e p e n d e n h M I h L  
S0UREU.$.Depr!menlof Edudon, lmlifuleof Educaiim Sdmcq N a h d  (enter for b h t i ~  Sllmdin, NdiA5essnentdWd Rmpeo(HAEpl,2(w12wriTmgA5essnenf. 

Jutisdidion was not found 10 ba signlfkantly different from na?bn in average scale score. 

Jotisdidion did not meet minlmrm partidpa?bn ra?e gaidetines. 
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Figure 2.5 Comparison of state and national public school average writing scale scores, grade 8 2002 

I 

p.. -i 
HI 

" 

c 
0 

(i" American 
Semoa 

- -  = Jurisdiction hsd higher average sale score than nation. 

0 Jurisdiction hod lower average scale %ore than nation. 

0 Jurisdiction did not partkipate in the NAtP 2002 Writing State Assessment. 

Jurisdiction was not found to be signifimntly different from nation in overage stale store. 

Jurisdiction did not meet minimum portkipotlon rate guidelines. 

Cross-State/Jurisdiction 
Writing Scale Score 
Comparisons 
Figures 2.6 and 2.7 display the differences 
in the NL%P 2002 average writing scale 
scores between any two participating 
jurisdictions at grades 4 and 8 respectively. 
These figures are set up similarly to mileage 
charts on travel maps. On the line across 
the top of the figure, find the n'ame of the 
target jurisdiction and follow the column 
below the target jurisdiction to the jurisdic- 
tion chosen for comparison. If the cell of 

26 C H A P T E R  2 N A E P  2 0 0 2  W R I T I N G  R E P O R T  C A R D  

the comparison jurisdiction is not shaded, 
no statistically significant difference be- 
tween the scale scores of the two jurisdic- 
tions was detected. If the cell of the 
comparison jurisdiction is lightly shaded, 
the average scale score of that jurisdiction 
was higher than the scale score of the 
target jurisdiction named at the top of the 
column. Darkly shaded cells indicate that 
the average scale score of the comparison 
jurisdiction was lower than that of the 
target jurisdiction selected at the top of the 
column. 



At grade 4, Connecticut, Massachusetts, At grade 8, Connecticut, Department of 
and Dclawarc wcrc among the highest 
performing jurisdictions. The average 
writing scorc in Connccticut was highcr 
than in any of the otlicr participating 
jurisdictions. Massachusetts was outper- 
formed only by Connecticut. Studcnts in 
Delaware were outperformed only by 
students in Connccticut and Massachusctts 
and had higher scores than the other 
participating jurisdictions except New 'l'ork. 

Defense domestic and overseas schools, 
hlassachusetts, and Vermont were among 
the highest performing jurisdictions, and 
were not found to differ significantly from 
each otlicr and had highcr scores than the 
other participating jurisdictions cvcept Ohio. 
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Figure 2.6 Cross-state comparison of average writing scale scores, grade 4 public schools: 2002 

of this lurisdiclion was found to be higher than, not signihcantly different from, or lower than the jurisdiction in the column heading For 
example, note the column under North Carolina: North Carolina's score was lower than Connecticut, Massachusetts, and 
Delaware, about the same as all the states from New York through Iowa, and higher than the remaining states down the column. 

__ - 
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N M  NM N M  
M U M  
MS MI M I  
A t  A t  A t  

DC DC DC 
GU GU GU 
VI VI VI 

n n n  

- -. 

Alhlg 

0 Ju@ction hod higher overage xale score than the 
jurisdrdionlrstedotthetopof the figure. 

0 No SignifiCMt difference detected from the iufdiaion l i e d  
ot thetopof the figure. 

0 Jurisdiction hcdlower average scat exore lhan the jurisdiction 
listedotthetopofthefigure. 

Indicates thot the jurisdiction did not meet one w more of the guidelinesfor school partitiption in 2002. 
Deportment of Defense DependenhSchools (Ovenear). 
Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Setondory Schools. 

NOTE: The betwen-iuridiaion mmponms toke into account sampling and memurementerror and thot 
each jurisdiction is being tomporedwithevery other iurisdiction.Significance 'a determined by an 
application of a multipltxompariron procedure (see appendix A). 
SOURCE: US. Deportment of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National (enter for Education 
Stotistia, Notional Assessment of Murational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment. 
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Writing Achievement level 
Results by State/Jurisdiction 
Achievement level results for jurisdictions 
are presented both as the percentage of 
students scoring within each writing 
achievement level range and as the percent- 
age of studcnts pcrforming at or abovc the 
Pr$&vzt level. The percentage of students 
within cach writing achievement lcvel 
range for participating jurisdictions in 2002 
is prcscntcd in figurc 2.8 for grade 4 and in 
figurc 2.9 for grade 8. The shadcd bars 
represent the proportion of students in 
cach of thc thrcc achievcmcnt levels (BuJ~c, 
P?$cient, and Adtunced), as well as the 
proportion of students who performed 
below the Basic level. Each population of 
students is aligned at the point where the 
P?$cient lcvcl bcgiiis; scanning down the 
horizontal bars to esainine the data on the 
right allows comparison with thc perccnt- 
agc of studcnts who were at or above 
Pmjcient. Jurisdictions are listed in the 
figurcs in thrcc clustcrs bascd on a statisti- 
cal comparison of the pcrccntagc of 
students at or abovc Il)l@hent in cach 
jurisdiction with thc national pcrccntagc 
of public-school students at or above 

Pmjcient. The jurisdictions in the top 
cluster of cach figurc had a highcr pcr- 
centage of students who were at or above 
thc P m j k n t  levcl comparcd to the nation. 
The pcrccntages of students in jurisdic- 
tions clustered in the middlc wcrc not 
found to diffcr significantly from thc 
national percentage. Jurisdictions in the 
bottom cluster had perccntages lower 
than the national percentage. Within each 
cluster, jurisdictions are listed alphabeti- 
cally. 

Figure 2.8 shows that, at grade 4, 10 
jurisdictions had higher percentages of 
students performing at or above the 
Pmjctent level than the nation, 12 had 
pcrccntagcs that wcrc not found to diffcr 
significantly from the nation, and 26 had 
pcrcentagcs that wcrc lowcr than thc 
nation. 

In figurc 2.9, the results for grade 8 
show 10 jurisdictions with highcr pcrccnt- 
ages of students performing at or above 
thc P?@&nt levcl than thc nation, 15 with 
pcrcentagcs that wcrc not found to diffcr 
significantly from thc nation, and 22 with 
pcrccntages that were lowcr than the 
nation. 
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Figure 2.8 Percentage of students within each writing achievement level range, grade 4 public schools: By state, 2002 

States are listed alphabetically within three groups the percentage at or above Proficientwas higher than, not found to be 
significantly different from, or lower than the nation. 
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Figure 2.9 Percentage of students within each writing achievement level range, grade 8 public schools: By state, 2002 

States are listed alphabetically within three groups. the percentage at or above Proficientwas higher than, not found to be 
significantly different from, or lower than the nation 
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The percentage of fourth-graders per- 
forming at or abovc thc Pr@icieent lcvcl for 
each jurisdiction that participated in the 
2002 assessrncnt is prcsentcd in tablc 2.4. 
The pcrccntage of fourth-gradcrs pcrform- 
ing at or abovc thc I 'q f~ ie i z t  levcl rangcd 
from 4 to 49 pcrccnt. 

The percentages of eighth-graders at or 
abovc Pmjcient for jurisdictions that partici- 
pated in 1998 and 2002 are presented in 
tablc 2.5. Thc pcrccntagc of cighth-gradcrs 
pcrforming at or abovc Prcjicient incrcascd 
since 1998 in 17 jurisdictions, and dc- 
crcascd in 1 jurisdiction. 
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Table 2.4 Percentage of students at or above Proficient in writing, grade 4 public schools: By stote, 2002 

Notion (Public) 
Alabama 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
California * 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

Florida 
Georgia 
Howoii 
Idaho 

lndiona 
Iowa + 

Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louiriano 

Maine 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota 4 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana * 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Mexico 

New York * 
North Carolina 
North Dakota + 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
Tennessee * 

Texos 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington 
West Virginia 

Wyoming 
Other Jurisdictions 

District of Columbia 
DDESS I 

DoDDS 
Guam 

Virgin Islands 

21 
15 
15 
19 
23 
49 
35 
33 
23 
22 
22 
26 
27 
21 
27 
14 
32 
30 
44 
19 
29 
13 
22 
22 
21 
18 
18 
3 1  
32 
20 
20 
16 
22 
29 
30 
17 
23 
29 
20 
32 
29 
30 
19 
23 

11 
25 
30 

9 
4 
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Toble 2.5 Pertentoge of students at or above Proficient in writing, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002 

Notion (Public) I 
Alabama 

Arizona 
Arkansas 
California I 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

lndiono 
Kansas 4 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Morylond 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota # 
Missiisippi 

Missouri 
Montana # 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Mexico 

New York f 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 4 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
Tennessee t 

Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington + 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin t 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
American Samoa 

District of Columbia 
DDESS 

DoDDS 3 
Guam 

Virgin Islands 

24 * 
17 
21 
13 *,** 
20 
27 
44 
22 *#** 

19 *,** 
23 
I5 * - 
- 
- 
21 
12 *,** 
32 
23 *,** 
31 *,** 

25 
1.1 
17 *,** 
25 

17 
18 
21 *,** 
27 I,** 

- 

- 

- 
- 
25 
27 *,** 

25 *,*I 
15 *,** 
24 
31 
21 

27 
25 *,** 
18 
28 
23 * 

- 

- 

- 
11 
38 
31 *,- 

9 '  
- 

30 
20 
20 
19 
23 

45 
35 
32 
25 
18 
29 
26 
32 
25 
18 
36 
35 
42 
24 

13 
27 
29 
32 
16 
18 
30 
34 
24 
38 
27 
33 
32 
29 
20 
24 
31 
23 
41 
32 
34 
21 

28 

- 

- 

- 

3 
10 
42 
37 
13 
3 
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Cross-State/Jurisdiction 
Writing Achievement level 
Comparisons 
Figures 2.10 and 2.11 display the same 
typc of cross-statc/jurisdiction compari- 
sons that were presented earlier for scale 
score results, but the performance measure 
bciiig comparcd in thcsc figures is the 
pcrccntagc of students performing at or 
abovc thc Pr@&nt kvcl in 2002 for gmdcs 
4 and 8 respectively. 

,4t grade 4, Connecticut had a higher 
pcrccntagc of students performing at or 
above Pmjcient than Massachusetts, and 
both had higher pcrccntagcs than thc othcr 
participating jurisdictions. At gradc 8, 
Connecticut, Massachusetts, Dcpartment 
of Dcfensc domestic schools, and Vermont 
were among the states with the highest 
percentages of students performing at or 
above Pmjcient, but were not found to 
differ significantly from each otlier. 
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Figure 2.1 1 Cross-state comparison of percentage of students at or above Proficienf in writing, grade 8 public schools: 2002 

Instructions: Read &the column directly under a iurisdiction name llsted in the heading at the top of the chart. Match the 
shading intensity surrounding a iurisdiction’s abbreviation with the key below to determine whether the percentage of students at 
or above Proficien)in this jurisdiction wos found 10 be higher than, not significontly different from, or lower than ]he Iurisdiction in 
the column heading. For example, in the column under Delaware, the percentage of students at or above Proficient in Delaware 
was lower than Connecticut, Department of Defense Domestic Schools, Massachusetts, and Vermont, about the same as 011 the 
states from Ohio through Texas, and higher than the remaining states down the column. 

0 Juridction hod higher percentagethantheiurirdiction Efid 

0 No significant diff erente detecled from the jurisdiction listed 

0 Juridiction had lower percentogelhonh jurisdiction liited 

I Inditates lhat the juriidiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school partitipahan in 2002. 
I Department of Defense Domesti Dependent Elemenlory and Secondary Sthook. 
2 Department of Defense DependentsSchools (Overreas). 
NOTE:Theberween-iurisdiaioncompPrisom take into attount sampling and measurement error and that 
each jurisdiction k being compared with every olher jundiction.Significanceisdelermined by M 
application of a mulliple-tomparison pratedure (see appendix A). 
SOURCE: US. Department of Education, InsIiMe of Education Sdencer, National Center for Edutatian 
Slatisfirs, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Wriling Assmment. 

at the lop of the figure. 

atlhe topof Lefigure. 

at the top of the figure. 
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Subgroup Results 
for the Nation and States 

In addition to reporting on the performance of all students, 
N B P  also provides results for a variety of subgroups of 
students for each grade level assessed. The subgroup results 
show not only how these groups of students performed in 
comparison with one another, but also the progress each 
group has made over time. The information presented in 
this chapter is a valuable indicator of how well the nation is 
progressing toward the goal of improving the achievement 
of all students. 

This chapter includes average writing scale scores and 
achievement level results for subgroups of students in the 
nation at grades 4, 8, and 12, and in participating 
jurisdictions at grades 4 and 8. National results are reported 
by gender, racelethnicity, students’ eligibility for free/ 
reduced-price school lunch, school’s participation in Title I, 
parents’ highest level of education, type of school, and type 
of school location. Results for participating jurisdictions are 
presented by gender, race/ethnicity, and students’ eligibility 
for free/reduced-price school lunch. Descriptions of these 
subgroups are included in appendix A under “NAEP 
Reporting Groups.” The weighted percentage of students 
corresponding with each subgroup reported in this chapter 
can be found in appendn B. Additional subgroup results 
for each jurisdiction that participated in the NAEP writing 
assessment are available on the NAEP web site (http:/l 
nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/naepdata). 
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Differences in students' performance on 
thc 2002 writing asscssmcnt bctwccn 
demographic subgroups and across years 
for a particular subgroup arc discusscd only 
if thcy have bcen dctcrmincd to bc statisti- 
cally significant. The rcader should bear in 
mind that thc cstimatcd scale scorc for a 
subgroup of students does not reflect the 
entirc rangc of pcrformancc within that 
group. Differences in subgroup perfor- 
mance cannot be ascribed solely to stu- 
dents' subgroup identification. Avcragc 
student performance is affected by the 
intcraction of a coinplcx sct of cduca- 
tional, cultural, and social factors not 
discusscd in this rcport or addresscd by 
NAEP asscssmcnts. 

Performance of Selected 
Subgroups for the Nation 

Gender 
In recent years, educators and researchers 
have produccd a numbcr of studics docu- 
menting gender differcnces in writing 
pcrformancc. Somc of thcsc studics focus 
on qualitativc diffcrcnccs bctwccn thc 
writing produccd by boys and that pro- 
duccd by girls.' Other studics cxaminc 
quantitative differences in language use and 
writing pcrformancc by gcndcr.' 

ment reflect similar patterns in perfor- 
mancc bctwccn malc and fcmalc studcnts. 

Fiprc 3.1 presents national averagc 
writing scalc scorcs for malc and fcmalc 
studcnts in gradcs 4, 8, and 12, across 
assessment years. In 2002, female students 
outpcrformcd thcir malc pccrs at all thrcc 
gradcs. The averagc scorcs of malc and 
female fourth-gradcrs and eighth-graders 
were highcr in 2002 than in 1998; howcvcr, 
at grade 12 the average scores for male 
students declined, while no change in the 
average scores for female studcnts was 
detectcd during the same interval. 

Rcsults from thc NAEP writing i* ' SLCSS- - 

Leviue, T., and Geldman-Caspar, Z. (1996). Iuforinal Science Writing Produced by Boys md Girls: Writing 
Preference and Quality. British Ed~~culionul Research Journal 22(4), 421439.  
Peterson, S. (2001). Gender Identities aid Self-Expression in Classroom Narrative Writing. Lnngwgc Ark 7R(5), 
451-457. 
'Ilioinas, P. (1994). Writing, Reading, aud Gender. C$cd .E&iution Internutionul, 9(3), 154-158. 
Aslimore, R, aud Shields, C. (2002). nie hcllieveinent Gap. A Coinparison of Ariglo and Navajo Student Writing 
Samples. Pluming und Chutging, 33(1), 91-105. 
Berilinger, 1'. \V, and Fuller, E (1992). Gender Differences in Orhograpluc, Verbal and Compositional 
Fluency: Iuiplicatious for Assessing \Vritiug Disabhies in Primary Grade Cluldren. ]ournu/ o/ School Pyihology, 

Hoff Sonuners, C. (2000). The War Aguimt BYJ. New Yo& Simon and Sclluster. 
30(4), 363-382. 
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Figure 3.1 Average writing scale scores, by gender, grades 4,8, and 1 2  1998 and 2002 
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Another way to compare student perfor- 
mance is to determine whether there is a 
difference or “gap” between the subgroup 
average scores and whether that gap 
increases or decreases between assessment 
years. The scale score gaps between male 
and female students are presented in figure 
3.2. In 2002, the difference in average 
writing scale scores favoring females was 

17 points at grade 4, 21 points at grade 8, 
and 25 points at grade 12. Between 1998 
and 2002, no significant change was 
detected in the scale score gap between 
male and female students at grades 4 and 8; 
however, a significant increase in the gap 
between males and females was noted at 
grade 12. 
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Figure 3.2 Gaps in average writing stale stores, by gender, grades 4,8, and 12: 1998 and 2002 

Female average score minus male average score 

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12 

1998 bey7 , I 1998 k:l , I 1998 2002 2002 2002 “,I , 
0 10 20 30 40 0 10 20 30 40 0 10 20 30 40 

Score gaps Score gaps Score gaps 

Table 3.1 displays achievement level 
information for the national sample of 
fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-graders both 
as the percentages of male and female 
students within each achievement level 
range and hs the percentages of male and 
female students at or above the Basic and 
PrGcicnt levels. At grade 4, the percentages 
of male and female students performing at 
or above Bafk and at or above Pn@ient 
were higher in 2002 than in 1998. At grade 
8, the percentages of both males and 
females performing at or above Prykicnt 
increased since 1998. At grade 12, the 

percentage of male students performing at 
or above Basicwas lower in 2002 than in 
1998. While the percentxge of female 
twelfth-graders performing at or above 
P?@ieent increased siiice 1998, no change in 
the percentage of male students performing 
at or above Pr@cient was observed for the 
same time period. 

Higher percentages of female students 
performed ilt or above the Bus&. and Pr@- 
Lient levels, and at Adiaclnced, than their male 
peers in all three grades. 
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Table 3.1 Percentage of students, by writing achievement level and gender, grades 4,8, and 12: 1998 and 2002 

Mole 

Femole 

Mole 

female 

Mole 

Female 

I 
At or above At or above ' 

Below Busic At Bosic At Proficient At Advonced Bcrsic Proficient 

1998 21 * 
2002 19 

1998 11 * 
2002 9 

1998 22 
2002 21 

1998 9 
2002 9 

1998 30 * 
2002 37 

1998 14 
2002 15 

63 
61 

59 * 
55 

61 * 
58 

55 * 
so 

56 * 
49 

58 
52 

16 * 
19 

28 * 
33 

17 * 
20 

34 * 
38 

1 '  
1 

2 '  
3 

# *  
1 

2 '  
3 

79 * 
81 

89 
91 

78 
79 

91 
91 

16 * 
20 

30 * 
36 

17 * 
21 

36 * 
42 

14 # 70 * 14 
13 1 63 14 

27 1 '  86 29 * 
30 3 85 33 

BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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Race/E t hnicity 
In rcccnt years, much has bccn written 
about apparent differences in academic 
achicvcmcnt bctwccn studcnts from 
varying rnciallcthnic backgrounds. 
number of rcsearchcrs havc documented 
successful efforts to narrow thcsc achicvc- 
ment discrepancies betsvecn subgroups.’ 
However, diffcrcnccs at somc pcrformancc 
levels and for a number of variables con- 
tinue to be de t e~ ted .~  

Bascd on information obtaincd from 
school records, students who participated 
in the NAEP 1998 and 2002 writing 
assessments were identificd as belonging to 
one of the following racial/ethnic sub- 
groups: Whitc, Black, Hispanic, Asian/ 
Pacific Islander, American Indian (includ- 
ing Alaska Nativc), and Othcr. Thc distri- 
bution ovcr thcsc six catcgorics is shown in 
table B.2 in appcndix B. Thc 1998 results 
prcscntcd in this rcport differ from thosc in 
thc 1998 writing report card in which 
rcsults wcrc rcportcd for five racial/cthnic 
subgroups based on student rcports. Table 

3.2 and figure 3.3 show the average writing 
scale scores of studcnts in each of thc six 
categories at grades 4, 8, and 12. 

Hispanic students had higher average 
writing scores in 2002 than in 1998. i4ppar- 
ent increases for fourth- and eighth-grade 
.Asian/Pacific Islander and American 
Indian/Alaska Nativc studcnts wcrc not 
found to be statistically significant. 

At grade 12, no significant changes were 
detected for any of the racial/cthnic groups 
from 1998 to 2002. 

In 2002, Asian/Pacific Islander students 
outperformed all othcr subgroups at gmdc 
4. Both Asian/Pacific Islander students and 
%kite students outperformed Black, 
Hispanic, and Amcrican Indian/Alaska 
Native students at grades 4 and 8. At grade 
12, White and Asian/Pacific Islander 
students scored higher on average than 
Black and Hispanic students, and Nispanic 
students had higher scores than Black 
students. 

At grades 4 and 8, White, Black, and 

B:dfmz, R., u id  MacIver, D. (2000). Transforming High Poverty Urban Middle Schools into Strong Leanlirig 
Iiistitutioris: Lessoris From the First Five Years of the Talent Development Middle Scliool. Jortrnal oj. Edurotionfor 
Str4denf.r Placed at Risk, 5(l  8; 2). 
Charles A. Dana Center, University of Texas at A ~ s t i ~ i .  (1999). Hopefor Urban Ehcation: A Stu$ o j  Nine H&h- 
I’cforming, High Powr4 Urban Schools. Waslington, DC: US. Department of Education [On-he]. ilvailable: 
http: / / www.ed.gov/pubs /urb anhope/ 
Grissmer, D. (1 999). Class Size Effects: Assessing the Evidence, Its Policy Implic~tions, and Future Research 
Agenda. Educational Evahufion and Polify Ana&.r, 21 (l), 231-238. 
Reyes, P., Scribtier, J. D., a id  Scribner, A. P. (Eds.). (1999). Lssorisfrom H&h-Pe@rming HIspnnic Schools. New York, 
NY: Teachers College Press. 

Bankston, C. L., aid Caldas, S. J. (1997). The Americui Scliool Dileiuna: Race and Scholastic Performance. The 
Sociological Qztarterfy, 38, 423429. 
Catnara, W, mid Scllmidr, A. (1999). Grorp Dzffcrenes in Standardixed Testitg and Social Sbut$cation. New York, NY: 
College Entrance Exwiuiation Board. 
Haycock, I<. (2001). Closuig tllc Achievetnent Gap. Edtcutional L.tadersh$, 58(6), 6-1 1 .  
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Table 3.2 Average writing scale scares, by rate/ethnicity, grades 4,8, and 12: 1998 and 2002 

1998 2002 3 
White 156 '  
Block 130 * 

Hispanic 134 '  
AsiadPocific lslonder 159 

Americon Indion/Alosko Notive 130 
Other 154 

161 
140 
141 
167 
139 
156 

White 157 
Black 131 * 

Hisponir 131 * 
Asion/Pocific lslonder 154 

American Indion/Alosko Notive 130 
Other 151 

161 
135 
137 
161 
137 
154 

White 155 
Block 134 

Hispanic 136 
Asion/Pacific lslonder I50 

American IndiadAIasko Native 129 
Other 159 

154 
130 
136 
151 

141 

#t 

BEST COPY AVABUBLE 
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Figure 3.3 Average writing scale scores, by race/ethnicity, grades 4,8, and 12: 1998 and 2002 
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Average scale score gaps between White 
and Black studcnts and bctwccn Whitc and 
I-Iispanic students are presented in figure 
3.4. In 2002, the scorc gip bctwccn VC'hitc 
and Black fourth-gradc students was 
smallcr than in 1998. At gradcs 8 and 12, 

any apparent changes in the gaps cither 
bctwccn Whitc md Black students or 
betwcen White md Hispanic students 
from 1998 to 2002 wcrc not found to bc 
statistically significant. 

Figure 3.4 Gaps in average writing scale stores, by rate/ethnitity, grades 4,8, and 12: 1998 and 2002 
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Achievement level results across assess- 
mcnt years for racial/cthnic subgroups arc 
shown in table 3.3. At grade 4, the percent- 
ages of White, Black, Hispanic, and Asian/ 
Pacific Islander students performing at or 
above Pr@cient wcrc highcr in 2002 than in 
1998. For the samc period, thc pcrcentagcs 
of White and Black students performing at 
or abovc Basic wcrc highcr. Although still 
relatively small, the percentages of \Vhite 
and Hispanic fourth-grade students per- 
forming at Advanced wcrc higher in 2002 
than in 1998. 

At grade 8, the percentages of White, 
Bkdck, and Hispanic students performing at 
or above the Ptvjkent level were higher in 
2002 than in 1998. Apparent changcs in 
the percentages of students performing at 
or abovc Basic wcrc not found to bc signifi- 
cantly diffcrcnt for any of thc racial/ethnic 
groups. Thc pcrccntagc of White eighth- 
gmdc studcnts performing at Advanced 
increased from 1 percent in 1998 to 
3 pcrccnt in 2002. 

At grade 12, the percentage of \mite 
students performing at or abovc Basic 
declined since 1998. The percentage of 
Whitc twelfth-gradc students performing at 
Advanced increased €rom 1 pcrccnt in 1998 
to 2 percent in 2002. No significant differ- 
ences in thc percentages of students 
performing at or above PrGieent were 
detected for any racial/cthnic group over 
the same period. 

Comparison of performance of racial/ 
cthnic subgroups in 2002 shows higher 
percentages of White and Asian/Pacific 
Islander students than Black and Hispanic 
students performing at or abovc Basic and 
at or above Ptojicient at all three grades. In 
addition, highcr pcrccntages of Asian/ 
Pacific Tslandcr students than White 
students wcrc notcd at or abovc Basic and 
at or abovc Pmjcient at gradc 4. 
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Table 3.3 Percentage of students, by writing achievement level and race/ethnicity, grades 4,8, and 12: 1998 and 2002 

Below Basic At Basic At Proficient At Advanced 

White 

Black 

Hispanic 

Asian/Pacific Islander 

American Indion/Alosko Native 

Other 

1998 
2002 

1998 
2002 

1998 
2002 

1998 
2002 

1998 
2002 

1998 
2002 

11 * 
10 

32 * 
23 

29 
23 

9 
1 

32 
25 

12 
13 

61 * 26 * 
51 31 

61 1' 
63 13 

61 10 * 
60 16 

60 28 * 
52 3 1  

60 8 
61 13 

64 24 
58 26 

2 *  
3 

# 
1 
# *  
1 

3 
4 

0 
1 

# 
3 

At or above At or above 
Bask Proficient 

89 * 28 * 
90 34 

68 * 8 *  
7 1  14 

11 10 * 
11 1 1  

91 31 
93 41 

68 8 
75 15 

88 24 
8 1  29 

White 

Black 

Hispanic 

Asian/Pocific Islander 

American Indion/Alosko Native 

Other 

1998 
2002 

1998 
2002 

1998 
2002 

1998 
2002 

1998 
2002 

1998 
2002 

11 
10 

29 
26 

30 
21 

15 
12 

32 
2 1  

14 
15 

5 1  * 31 * 
52 35 

63 8 '  
61 13 

60 10 * 
5 1  16 

54 30 
48 3 1  

57 11 
57 1 5  

5 1  28 
54 30 

I *  
3 

# 
# 

# 
1 

2 
4 

# 
1 

1 
2 

89 33 * 
90 38 

11 8 '  
14  13 

70 10 * 
13  16 

85 32 
88 40 

68 11 
13 16 

86 29 
85 31 

White 

Block 

Hispanic 

Asion/Pacific Islander 

American Indian/Alasko Native 

Other 

1998 
2002 

1998 
2002 

1998 
2002 

1998 
2002 

1998 
2002 

1998 
2002 

1 1 '  
21 

36 
41 

34 
36 

24 
24 

42 
# 

18 
33 

5 1  * 25 
51 25 

56 * 8 
50 8 

56 10 
51 12 

53 21 
50 23 

10 47 
# tlt 

4 1  34 
45 19 

1 '  
2 

# 
# 

# 
1 

1 
3 

# 
# 

1 '  
3 

83 * 26 
19 28 

64 8 
59 9 

66 10 
64 13 

16  23 
16  25 

' 11 58 

82 35 
6 1  22 

# # 
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Student Eligibility for Free/ 
Reduced-Price School Lunch 
Funded b y  the US. Department of Agricul- 
ture (USDA) as part of the National School 
Lunch Program, frec/rcduced-price school 
lunches are provided to eligible children 
near or below the poverty line. Eligibility 
guidelines for the program are based on the 
federal income poverty guidelines and are 
stated by household size.5 NAEP collects 
davd on students' eligibility for free/ 
reduced-price lunch as an indicator of 
economic status at both the national and 
state levels. 

In 2002,LcO percent of fourth-graders, 
31 percent of eighth-graders, and 19 
percent of twelfth-graders were cligblc for 
frec/rcduccd-price lunches. Information 

regarding eligibility was not available for 
13-18 percent of the students. 

Table 3.4 and figure 3.5 present the 
average scale score results at grades 4, 8, 
and 12, by students' eligibility for free/ 
reduced-price lunch. Average fourth- and 
eighth-grade writing scores in 2002 were 
higher than in 1998 for students who were 
eligible for free/rcduccd-price school 
lunch, as well as for those who were not 
eligible. At grade 12, no statistically signifi- 
cant changes in scores were detected for 
students who were eligible and students 
who were not eligible. 

In 2002, the average writing score 
for students who were eligible for free/ 
reduced-price lunch was lower than that 
of students who were not eligible at all 
three grades. 

Table 3.4 Average writing scale scores, by student eligibility for free/reduted-price school lunch, grades 4,8, and 12: 
1998 and 2002 

Eligible 134 * 
Not eligible 158 * 

Informotion not available 157 

Eligible 132 * 
Not eligible 157 ' 

Information not available 157 

141 
163 
161 

136 
162 
161 

Eligible 133 132 
Not eligible 152 152 

Information not available 155 156 

U.S. General Services Adt~linistration. (200 1). Catdog 
Office of the President, Office of hfanagetnent :uld Budget. 

Federal Domestir Assistance. Washington, DC: Executive 
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Figure 3.5 Average writing scale scores, by student eligibility for free/reduced-price school lunch, grades 4,8, and 12: 
1998 and 2002 
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Achicvcmcnt lcvcl rcsults by students' 
eligibility for free/reduced-pricc lunch are 
prcscnted in tablc 3.5. Thc pcrccntagcs of 
fourth-gradcrs at or abovc Basic, at or 
above Pmjcient, and at Advanced incrcascd 
bctwccn 1998 and 2002 among studcnts 
who were eligible for free/reduced-price 
school lunch and among thosc who wcrc 
not. At grade 8, the percentages of stu- 
dents at  or above Pivjcient and at Advanced 
increased for both students who were 
eligible and students who were not eligible. 

At gradc 12, thc pcrccntagc of studcnts at 
or above Basic decreased and the perccnt- 
age at Advanced incrcascd for thosc twclfth- 
graders who wcrc not cligblc for frcc/ 
rcduced-price lunch. 

At all thrcc gradcs, thcrc wcrc highcr 
percentages of students who were not 
cligible for frcc/rcduccd-pricc school lunch 
performing at or abovc Basic, at or abovc 
Pioj'jent, and at Aduunced in 2002 than of 
studcnts who wcrc cligiblc. 
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Table 3.5 Percentage of students, by writing achievement level and eligibility for free/reduted-price school lunch, 
grades 4,8, and 12: 1998 and 2002 

Below Basic 
At or above 

At Basic At Proficient At Advanced Basic 

I At or above 
Proficient 

Eligible 

Not eligible 

Information not ovailable 

1998 
2002 
1998 
2002 
1998 
2002 

28 * 
22 
10 + .  

8 
12 
10 

63 9' # +  72 * 
62 I5 1 78 
60 8 28 * 2' 90 + 

56 33 3 92 
59 28 2 88 
56 32 3 90 

9' 
15 
30 ' 
36 
30 
34 

Eligible 

Not eligible 

Informotion not available 

1998 
2002 
1998 
2002 
1998 
2002 

29 
26 
10 
9 
12 
1 1  

61 * 10 + # *  71 
58 15 1 74 
57 + 31 + 1 '  90 
52 36 3 91 
54 32 2 88 
51 35 4 89 

10 * 
16 
33 + 

39 
34 
39 

Eligible 

Not eligible 

Information not available 

1998 
2002 
1998 
2002 
1998 
2002 

36 
40 
19 + 

23 
18 
19 

56' 8 # 64 
50 10 1 60 
57 * 23 I *  81 + 

51 24 2 71 
57 + 24 1' 82 
52 27 2 81 

8 
1 1  
23 
26 
26 
29 

The results presented for students within 
different racial/ethnic subgroups and by 
eligibility for free/reduced-price lunch are 
explored in more detail in table 3.6. -Aver- 
age scores of students within the six 
different racial/ethnic categories are 
prcscnted for studciits who were either 
eligible or not eligible for free/reduced- 
price lunch, as wcll as for students for 
whom eligibility information was not 
available. By presenting the data in this 
manner, it is possiblc to cxaminc thc 
performance of students in different racial/ 

ethnic subgroups, while controlling for one 
indicator of socioeconomic status- 
eligibility for free/reduced-price lunch. 

In 2002, between 43 and 69 percent of 
Black and Hispanic students wcrc cligiblc 
for free/reduced-price school lunch com- 
pared to between 11 and 33 percent of 
White and Asian/Pacific Islander students 
(see table €3.4 in appendix B). The percent- 
age of students who were eligible in 2002 
was higher among Asian/Pacific Islander 
students than among White students at 
each grade. 
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With a few exceptions, patterns in 
pcrformancc bctwccn thc diffcrcnt racial/ 
ethnic subgroups were similar among 
studcnts who wcrc eligblc and those who 
wcrc not cligiblc for frcc/rcduced-pricc 
lunch. At all thrcc grades, White studcnts 
outpcrformcd thcir Black and Hispanic 
peers regardless of whether or not the 
studcnts were cligble for frcc/rcduccd- 
price lunch. Both eligble and ineligible 
Asian/Pacific Islander students outper- 
formed d1 othcr racid/cthnic subgroups at 
grade 4 rand scored higher on average than 
Black, Hispanic, and Amcrican Indian/ 
Alaska Native studcnts at gradc 8. As sccn 

in the overall results by racc/ethnicity at 
grade 12, Asian/Pacific Islander studcnts 
who were not eligible for free/reduced- 
pricc lunch had higher avcragc scores than 
Black and Hispanic students who wcrc not 
cligblc; howcvcr thcrc was no significant 
diffcrcncc dctcctcd betwccn Asian/Pacific 
Islander and Hispanic students who were 
cligiblc. Whilc twelfth-gradc Hispanic 
students had higher scores than Black 
students when both were eligblc for free/ 
rcduccd-pricc lunch, thcrc was no sigiifi- 
cant differencc observed among students 
who werc not cligblc. 

Table 3.6 Average writing stole stores, by student eligibility for free/reduted-price school lunch and rate/ethnitity, 
grades 4,8, and 1 2  2002 

White 
Black 

Hispanic 
Asian/Potific Islander 

American Indian/Alaska Native 

White 
Black 

Hispanic 
Asian/Pocific Islander 

American Indian/Alaska Native 

Eligible 

147 
136 
137 
155 
132 

144 
129 
131 
144 
127 

Not eligible 

165 
150 
155 
173 
151 

164 
145 
149 
170 
151 

Information I 
not available 

166 
145 
147 
172 
143 

168 
142 
143 
166 
135 

White 139 
Black 123 

Hispanic 130 
Asion/Pacific Islander 134 

w American Indian/Alaska Native 

154 
134 
139 
155 
# 

159 
137 
144 
161 
19 
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Title I 
Titlc I is a fcdcrally fundcd program that 
provides educational services to children 
who livc in areas with high concentrations 
of low-incomc familics and scrvcs as 
mother indicator of studcnts’ economic 
status. Although NtiEP first bcgan collcct- 
ing data on schools receiving Title I funds 
in 1996, changes in thc program in subse- 
quent years do not allow meaningful 
comparisons across years. Therefore, only 
the information collcctcd as part of thc 
2002 assessment is reported for each grade. 

In 2002, 33 percent of fourth-graders, 
19 pcrccnt of eighth-graders, and 10 
percent of twelfth-graders attended schools 
that rcportcd participating in Title I. The 
rcsults prcscnted in tablc 3.7 show that, at 
all thrcc gradcs, students who attcndcd 
schools that participatcd in Titlc I had 
lower average writing scores than students 
who attcndcd schools that did not partici- 
pate in Title I. 

Table 3.7 Average writing scale scores, by school participation in Title I, grades 4,8, and 12: 2002 . 

2002 

Participated 139 
Did not participate 161 

Participated 135 
Did not participate 158 

Participated 132 
Did not participate 150 

Achievement level results by school 
participation in Title I are presented in 
tablc 3.8. Thc pattern for achicvcmcnt 
level results parallels that seen in the scale 
scores. At all three grades there were higher 

percentages of students at or above Basic, 
at or above Pmjcie/it, and at Adcutxed in 
schools that did not participate in Titlc I 
than in schools that did participate. 
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Table 3.8 Percentage of students, by writing achievement level and school participation in Title I, grades 4,8, 
and 12: 2002 

Participated 
Did not participate 

Participated 
Did not participate 

Participated 
Did not participate 

Below Basic 

24 
9 

28 
12 

40 
24 

I At or above ; At or above , 
At Bosic At Proficlent At Advonced Basic Proficient 

62 13 1 16 14 
56 32 3 91 35 

58 14 1 12 14 
53 33 3 88 35 

50 10 1 60 10 
51 23 2 16 25 

Parents’ Highest Level 
of Education 
Eighth- and twelfth-grade students who 
participated in the NAEP 2002 writing 
assessment were asked to indicate the 
highcst level of education they thought 
thcir parcnts had complctcd. Fivc rcsponsc 
o p t i o n s 4 i d  not finish high school, gradu- 
atcd from high school, somc cducation 
aftcr high school, graduatcd from collcgc, 
or “I don’t know”-wcrc offered. Thc 
higlicst lcvcl of cducation rcportcd for 
either parent was used in the analysis of 
this qucstion. The qucstion was not poscd 
to fourth-graders because their responses in 
previous NAEP asscssments were highly 
variable, and a large percentage of them 
chose the “I don’t know’’ option. Almost 
half of thc ciglith- and hvclfth-gradcrs who 
participated in the 2002 writing assessment 

reported that at lcast one of their parents 
had graduatcd from collcgc, and fcwcr than 
one-tenth indicated neither parent had 
graduated from high school. Nine perccnt 
of eighth-graders and 3 percent of twclfth- 
graders indicated that thcy didn’t know the 
highcst lcvcl of cducation for cithcr parent. 

Average eighth- and twelfth-grade 
writing scalc scores for student-reported 
parentd education levels are shown in table 
3.9. Because this question was worded 
diffcrently in 1998 and 2002, cross-ycar 
data comparisons are not available. Ovcr- 
all, tlicrc is a positive relationship bctwccn 
studcnt-rcportcd parcntal education and 
student achicvcmcnt for both eighth- and 
twclfth-gradcrs: thc highcr tlic parental 
education level, the higher the average 
writing score. 
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Table 3.9 Average writing scale scores, by student-reported parents' highest level of education, grades 8 and 12: 2002 

2002 

Less than high school 136 
Graduated high school 144 

156 
Groduoted college 165 

Unknown 132 

Some education after high school 

Less than high school 129 
Graduoted high school 139 

149 

Unknown 114 

Some education after high school 
Graduated college 158 

SOURCk US. Depmtmenl of Educatb\ lnaaure of EhthSdenter, Noliordbnter for EdumliMlStol~ Nalionalhsmenf of h o l b d  Rogress(W), 2002WngAnenmenl. 

Achicvcmcnt lcvcl rcsults by lcvcl of 
parcnts' cducation arc prcsciitcd in table 
3.10 and also show a positivc rclationship, 

with highcr pcrccntagcs of studcnts at or 
abovc thc Basic and Avjcient lcvcls associ- 
atcd with highcr lcvcls of parental cducation. 

Table 3.1 0 Percentage of students, by writing achievement level and student-reported parents' highest level of 
education, grades 8 and 12: 2002 

Below Basic At Basic At Proficient At Advanced 
At or above At or above 

Basic Proficient 

Less than high school 
Graduoted high school 

Some education after high school 
Graduated college 

Unknown 

59 14 
61 20 
57 30 
48 39 
58 12 

74 14 
81 20 
89 ' 31 
91 43 
70 12 

Less thon high school 
Graduated high school 

Some education after high school 
Graduated college 

Unknown 

43 
32 
23 
18 
59 

49 8 
53 14 
55 21 
50 29 
36 4 

57 8 
68 14 
77 22 
82 32 
41 4 
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Type of School 
The schools that participate in the NAEP 
assessment are classified as either public or 
nonpublic. A hrthcr distinction is then 
madc bctwccn nonpublic schools that arc 
Catholic schools and thosc that arc somc 
othcr typc of nonpublic school. Rcsults for 
additional categories of nonpublic schools 
arc availablc onlinc (http://nccs.cd.gov/ 
nationsreportcard/naepdata). Tlie avcrdge 
writing scores of fourth-, eighth-, and 

school they attend are presented in table 
3.11 and figurc 3.6. 

The average writing scores for fourth- 
and eighth-grade public-school students 

twclfth-grade studciits by the type of 

were higher in 2002 than in 1998. There 
was no significant change dctccted in tlic 
average scores for fourth-, eighth-, or 
twelfth-grade studcnts attcnding nonpublic 
schools bctwccn 1938 and 2002, nor was 
thcrc any significant changc in scorcs 
among twclfth-grade public-school studcnts 
during the same period. 

Performance results in 2002 show that, 
at all thrcc gadcs, studcnts who attcndcd 
nonpublic schools had higher average 
writing scorcs than studcnts who attcndcd 
public schools. At grade 8, students who 
attended Catholic schools had higher scores 
than those attending other nonpublic 
schools. 

Table 3.1 1 Average writing scale scares, by type of school, grades 4,8, and 12: 1998 and 2002 

Public 
Nonpublic 

Nonpublic: Catholic 
Nonpublic: Other 

148 * 
164 
163 
165 

153 
166 
166 
167 

Public 
Nonpublic 

Nonpublic: Catholic 
Nonpublic: Other 

148 * 
167 
169 
166 

152 
170 
172 
168 

Public 
Nonpublic 

Nonpublic: Catholic 
Nonpublic: Other 

148 
165 
167 
159 

146 
168 
# 

# 

C H A P T E R  3 N A E P  2 0 0 2  W R I T I N G  R E P O R T  C A R 0  57 

75 



Figure 3.6 Average writing scale scores, by type of school, grades 4,8, and 12: 1998 and 2002 

180 

170 

160 

Grade 4 
300J 

169#,68 /Kf 
167 
166 

Public 
Nonpublic 

0 Nonpublic: Other 
Nonpublic: Catholic 

Grade 8 
300b 

1 9 0 1  

0: 
'98 '02 

Grade 12 

Signifinn$ different from 2002. 
NOE Itdimedrcde rcorevoluesindirote Ihat fwocr mtre grwphd Ihevlmerounded~erogertme.l mmge drmrer,when munded, we t h e m  fcr nMpubtu. nndbthdic-uhoddudrnh 
ot grode 4 in 2002. 
PmliapotionraterforCathotrondOthernoopublicrrhodrtudenhatgmde 12didnolmeel theminimumoiterionfcrrepo~ingin2002. 
SOUREUS. DeportMntof Education, ImtiMeof EducatimSdencq Nationol(enlerlorEdurolionStomlio, NoliPnal Assemenlof EdurolidRa~resr(NAW), l998nnd 2002WririmgArmentIr 

Achicvcmcnt level results by typc of 
school arc prescntcd for cadi of thc thrcc 
gradcs in table 3.12. Thc pcrccnhgcs of 
fourth-grade public-school students per- 
forming at or abovc Bask; at or abovc 
P@ient, and at AdLunced increased be- 
tween 1998 and 2002. At grade 8, the 
percentage of public-school students 
performing at or above Praficient increased, 
and perccntagcs of public- and nonpublic- 
school students performing at Adznnced 
incrcascd over thc same pcriod of timc. 
Changes at thc twelfth gradc include a 
decline in thc pcrccntagc of public-school 
studcnts pcrforming at or abovc Basic a i d  

an incrcasc in thc pcrccntagc of public- and 
nonpublic-school studcnts performing at 
thc Adcanced lcvcl. 

In 2002, the percentages of students 
pcrforining at or abovc Basic and at or 
abovc PioJicient wcre highcr at all thrce 
gradcs among nonpublic-school studcnts 
than public-school studcnts. The pcrcent- 
ages of students performing at Adcanced in 
grades 8 and 12 wcre highcr for students 
attending nonpublic schools than for those 
in public schools. At grade 8, the percent- 
age of Catholic-school students performing 
at or above Basic was higher than that of 
othcr nonpublic-school students. 



Table 3.1 2 Percentage of students, by writing achievement level and type of school, grades 4,8, and 12: 1998 and 2002 

Public 

Nonpublic 

Nonpublic: (atholic 

Nonpublic: Other 

Public 

Nonpublic 

Nonpublic: Catholic 

Nonpublic: Other 

Public 

Nonpublic 

Nonpublic: Catholic 

Nonpublic: Other 

1998 
2002 
1998 
2002 
1998 
2002 
1998 
2002 

1998 
2002 
1998 
2002 
1998 
2002 
1998 
2002 

1998 
2002 
1998 
2002 
1998 
2002 
1998 
2002 

At or above At or above I 
Below Bask At Besk At Profkient At Advenred Besic Proficient 

17 * 
I5 
7 
6 
6 
5 
7 
6 

17 
16 
4 
5 
3 
3 
5 
6 

23 * 
27 
10 
1 1  
9 

14 

m 

m 

61 * 
59 
58 
56 
60 
57 
55 
54 

59 * 
54 
52 * 
48 
51 
48 
53 
48 

57 * 
51 
55 
50 
54 

56 

*a 

# 

20 * 
25 
33 
36 
33 
35 
35 
37 

23 * 
28 
41 
43 
43 
45 
39 
41 

19 
20 
33 
36 
35 

29 

t)4 

# 

1 '  
2 
2 
3 
2 
2 
3 
3 

1 '  
2 
3 *  
4 
2 
4 
3 
4 

1 '  
2 
2' 
4 
2 

2 

m 

m 

83 * 
85 
93 
94 
94 
95 
93 
94 

83 
84 
96 
95 
97 
97 
95 
94 

17 * 
73 
90 
89 
91 

86 

m 

# 

22 * 
27 
35 
39 
34 
38 
38 
40 

24 * 
30 
44 
47 
46 
49 
42 
45 

20 
22 
35 
40 
31 

30 

*# 

*# 
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The results presented for students in 
public and nonpublic schools and by 
highest level of parents' education are 
explored in more detail in table 3.13. 
Avcragc scorcs of students in public and 
nonpublic schools are presented for each 
level of parental education. By presenting 
the data in this manner, it is possible to 
examine the performance of students in the 
two types of schools, while controlli.ng for 
parental education. 

students attending nonpublic schools 
reported that at least one parent had 
graduated from college, compared to close 

In 2002, approxiinatcly two-thirds of the 

to one-half of the students attending 
public schools. In contrast, students rcport- 
ing all other levels of parental education 
were morc likely to attend public than 
nonpublic schools (SCC table B.8 in appcn- 
dix B). With one exception, average writing 
scores were higher for nonpublic- than 
public-school students regardless of the 
reported level of parental education. The 
apparent difference in scale scores behveen 
public- and nonpublic-school twelfth- 
graders who reported that their parents did 
not finish high school was not found to be 
statistically significant. 

Table 3.1 3 Average writing scale scores, by student-reported parents' highest level of education and type of school, 
grades 8 and 12: 2002 

I Less than Graduated Some education Graduated 
high school high school after high school college Unknown 

Public 135 144 155 163 131 
Nonpu blic 154 157 166 176 152 

Public 128 137 148 156 113 
hu Nonpublic 144 157 164 173 
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Type of School Location 
Thc schools from which NAEP draws its 
samples of students are classified accord- 
ing to tlicir typc of location. Bascd on U.S. 
Ccnsus Bureau dcfinitions of mctropolitan 
statistical arcas, including population sizc 
and dcnsity, thc thrcc mutually cxclusivc 
categorics are ccntral city, urban fringe/ 
largc town, and rural/small town. Thc 
methods used to identify the type of 
school location for the 2002 assessment 
wcre diffcrcnt from tliosc uscd for prior 
assessments; thcrefore, only the data from 
thc 2002 asscssment arc rcportcd. Morc 

information on the definitions of location 
typc is grvcn in appendix A. 

The average writing scores for fourth-, 
eighth-, and twelfth-grade students, by type 
of location, arc prcscntcd in tablc 3.14. 
Students in urban fringe schools had higher 
avcragc writing scorcs than thcir pccrs in 
central city schools and rural schools at a11 
thrcc gradcs. Fourth- and cighth-gradc 
studcnts in rural schools had highcr scorcs 
than their peers in central city schools 
whilc the rcvcrsc was truc at gradc 12. 

Toble 3.14 Average writing stole stores, by type of location, grades 4,8, and 1 2  2002 

(entral city 
Urban fringeharge town 

Rural/small town 

(entral city 
Urban fringehorge town 

Rural/small town 

2002 

1 50 
159 
152 

147 
158 
153 

Central city 148 
Urban fringeharge town 153 

Rural/small town 143 

SOURE U.S.Depmhnerdof Education, IndiMeofk!ucalhSoenrsr, N ~ ( e n I e r f o r ~ d u m l i n n S I ~ c s ,  NoliDnolAoenmerdof~hrorionolRogrea(~AEP),ZOMWritmgAoenmenf. 

Achievement level results by type of 
school location are presented in table 3.15. 
In 2002, higher percentages of students 
from urban fringe/large town schools 

performed at or above Bustc and at or above 
Pt@~ient than their peers in cc!itral city or 
rural/small town schools at all three grades. 
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Table 3.1 5 Percentage of students, by writing achievement level and type of location, grades 4,8, and 12: 2002 

Central city 
Urbon fringefiorge town 

Rurol/small town 

Central city 
Urbon fringefiorge town 

Rural/small town 

Central city 
Urban fringefiorge town 

Rural/small town 

Below Basic 

17 
12 
14 

20 
12 
14 

26 
22 
29 

At or above 
At Basic At Proficient At Advanced Basic 

60 22 2 83 
55 30 3 88 
62 23 1 86 

54 24 2 80 
51 34 3 88 
56 28 2 86 

51 21 2 14 
51 25 2 78 
51 19 1 71 

At or above ' 
Proficient 

23 
33 
24 

26 
3 1  
29 

23 
27 

* 20 

Performance of Selected 
Subgroups by State 
Results for each jurisdiction that partici- 
pated in the 2002 assessment at grade 4, 
and in thc 1998 and/or 2002 assessments 
at grade 8, are prescnted in this scction by 
gcndcr, race/cthnicity, and cligibility for 
frec/reduced-price school lunch. Addi- 
tional data for participating jurisdictions by 
subgroup (c.g., pcrccntagcs at or above 
Bask; avcragc scalc scorc gaps by gcndcr or 
racc/cthnicity) are available on the NAEP 
wcb site (http://nces.ed.gov/ 
nationsrcportcard/writing/rcsults2002/ 
stateresults.asp). Since results for each 
jurisdiction are based on the performance 
of public-school studcnts only, the results 
for the nation that appear in the tables 
along with data for participating jurisdic- 
tions arc based on public-school studcnts 
only (unlikc thc national rcsults prcscntcd 

3 N A E P  2 0 0 2  W R I T I N G  R E P O R T  C A R 0  

carlicr in thc chaptcr which rcflcct thc 
performancc of public- and nonpublic- 
school students combined). 

Gender 
Tablcs 3.16 and 3.17 prcscnt the avcragc 
writing scores for male and female students 
in participating jurisdictions at gradcs 4 and 
8 respectively. The average fourth-gradc 
writing scores ranged from 119 to 166 for 
malc studcnts and from 130 to 184 for 
female students. 

At grade 8, average scores were higher in 
2002 than in 1998 for both male and 
female students in 12 jurisdictions, for 
female studcnts only in 1 jurisdiction, and 
for male students only in 2 jurisdictions. A 
dccrcasc in thc averagc scorc for malc 
studcnts was dctcctcd in 1 jurisdiction. In  
2002, fcmalcs had highcr avcragc scorcs 
than malcs in all the participating jurisdic- 
tions at both grades 4 and 8. 



Table 3.1 6 Average writing scale scores, by gender, grade 4 public schools: By state, 2002 

Notion (Public) 
Alobomo 
Arizono 

Arkonsos 
Colifornio t 

Connecticut 
Delowore 

Florid0 
. Georgia 

Howoii 
ldoho 

lndiono 
low0 1 

Konsos 1 
Kentucky 

Louisiono 
Moine 

Morylond 
Mossochuseth 

Mithigon 
Minnesoto 1 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montono t 
Nebrosko 

Nevodo 
New Mexico 

New York 1 
North Corolino 
North Dokoto t 

Ohio 
Oklohomo 

Oregon 
Pennsylvonio 
Rhode lslond 

South Corolino 
Tennessee 

Texas 
Utoh 

Vermont 
. Virginia 
Washington t 

West Virgnio 
Wyoming 

District of Columbia 
DDESS I 

DoDDS 
Guam 

Virgin lslondr 

Other Jurisdictions 

144 
130 
132 
136 
136 
166 
154 
149 
141 
141 
142 
144 
144 
141 
144 
137 
147 
148 
162 
138 
147 
134 
141 
141 
144 
135 
134 
156 
151 
142 
150 
135 
139 
148 
150 
136 
140 
145 
135 
147 
149 
1 51 
137 
142 

127 
148 
150 
123 
119 

162 
151 
148 
154 
157 
184 
172 
168 
158 
158 
159 
163 
166 
156 
165 
147 
169 
165 
178 
156 
165 
149 
160 
157 
164 
155 
151 
170 
167 
158 
164 
150 
158 
164 
166 
154 
158 
163 
156 
169 
165 
166 
156 
159 

143 
163 
168 
141 
130 
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Table 3.17 Average writing scale scores, by gender, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1 9 9 8  and 2002 

Nation (Public) 
Alabama 
Arizona , 

Arkansas 
California t 
(olorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

Florida 
G e o r g i a 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Indiana 
Kansas I 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota 4 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Mexico 

New York 
North (arolina 
North Dakota 4 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South (orolino 
Tennessee 4 

Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
American Samoa 

District of Columbia 
DDESS ' 

DoDDS 
Guam 

Virgin Islands 

1998 
I38 * 
134 
134 
125 *F 
133 
141 
156 
134 *#** 
130 **** 
138 
124 
- 
- 
- 
135 
126 *f* 
142 
136 *,** 
144 *#** 

134 
125 *f* 
130 *,** 
138 

I30 * 
131 
139 
140 *#** 

- 

- 

- 
- 
142 
138 

139 *,** 
130 *,** 
138 
144 
130 

144 
136 *f* 
133 
141 
133 f" 

- 

- 

- 
115 
152 
I47 * 

1 I4 
- 

2002 
141 
130 
130 
132 
137 

155 
150 
141 
137 
126 
138 
138 
144 
138 
133 
144 
147 
155 
137 

132 
140 
137 
145 
125 
130 
142 
146 
133 
150 
139 
144 
144 
143 
137 
137 
141 
131 
151 
146 
146 
132 

I40 

85 
120 
153 
150 
121 
124 

- 

- 

- 

1998 
158 * 
153 
153 
I48 * 
148 
161 
175 
156 *,** 
152 **** 
156 
148 
- 
- 
- 

157 
144 *,** 
168 
157 *,** 
166 *,** 

162 
I43 *,** 
153 **** 
162 

149 
153 
154 *,** 
16 1 *,** 

- 

- 

- 
- 
162 
161 

157 
150 **** 
157 
165 
155 

164 
.I 59 *,** 
155 
166 
160 

- 

- 

- 
136 
168 
165 **** 
- 
131 

2002 
162 
153 
153 
153 
152 

174 
168 
166 
158 
150 
165 
162 
166 
161 
152 
170 
166 
173 
158 

150 
161 
168 
167 
151 
152 
162 
167 
161 
170 
160 
167 
165 
160 
155 
159 
162 
155 
175 
167 
165 
157 

164 

104 
136 
174 
173 
140 
133 

- 

- 

- 
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Tables 3.18 and 3.19 present the 
pcrccntagcs of male and fcmalc students 
performing at or above the ProJicient level 
for thc participating jurisdictions at gradcs 
4 and 8 rcspcctivcly. In 2002, the pcrccnt- 
agc of fourth-graders pcrforming at or 
above Pmficient rangcd from 2 to 39 percent 
for male students and from 7 to 60 percent 
for fcmalc students. 

A t  grade 8, increases in percentages of 
malcs and fcmalcs performing at or abovc 
Pr@cient were detected in 11 jurisdictions. 
Incrcascs for fcmalcs only were found in 2 
jurisdictions and for mdcs only in 1 juris- 
diction. Thcre wcrc higher pcrccntagcs of 
fcmale students performing at or above 
Proficient in 2002 than male students in all 
thc participating jurisdictions at gradc 4, 
and in all but two jurisdictions at grade 8. 
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Table 3.18 Percentage of students a t  or above Proficient in writing, by gender, grade 4 public schools: By state, 2002 

Nation (Public) 
Alobomo 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
California 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

Florida 
Georgio 
Hawoii 
Idaho 

lndiano 
low0 t 

Konsos 
Kentucky 
Louisiono 

Maine 
Morylond 

Mossochusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana t 
Nebraska 

Nevodo 
New Mexico 

New York t 
North Carolina 
North Dokota 1 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
Tennessee 

Texor 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginio 

Washington 
West Virginio 

Wyoming 
Other Jurisdictions 

District of Columbia 
DDESS 

DoDDS 
Guam 

Virgin Islands 

Male 

18 
8 
9 

10 
14 
39 
25 
23 
16 
15 
14 
16 
14 
14 
17 
11 
20 
21 
34 
11 
18 
8 

12 
13 
16 
10 
11 
30 
25 
11 
20 
11 
15 
20 
22 
10 
14 
21 
11 
21 
22 
22 
10 
15 

7 
16 
20 

5 
2 

I Female 

35 
23 
22 
21 
32 
60 
46 
43 
30 
29 
32 
35 
40 
28 
31 
17 
44 
38 
54 
28 
39 
18 
31 
30 
38 
25 
24 
44 
40 
28 
35 
22 
30 
31 
39 
25 
31 
3 1  
29 
42 
37 
39 
28 
31 

1s 
34 
41 
14 
7 
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Table 3.1 9 Percentage of students at  or above Proficient in writing, by gender, grade 8 public schools: 
By state, 1998 and 2002 

Motion (Public) ' 
Alabama 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
Coliiornio + 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

F I o r i d a 
Georgia 
Howaii 
Idaho 

Indiana 
Kansas 4 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota 1 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Mexico 

New York + 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 4 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon + 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode island 

South Carolina 
Tennessee t 

Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington + 
Wed Virginia 

Wisconsin + 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
American Samoa 

District of Columbia 
DDESS 

DoDDS 
Guam 

15 * 
9 
13 

I5 
16 
33 
I3 *P 
1 1  *,** 
1s 
7 

6 *,** 

- 
- 
- 
11 
5 *,** 
20 
13 *#** 

20 I,** 

1 1  
6 
9 *** 
14 

10 
10 
13 *#** 
18 * 

- 

- 

- 
- 
14 
15 *,** 

17 
7 *,** 
I5 
19 
12 

17 
15 *t* 
10 
14 
12 

- 

- 

- 
5 

31 
21 

20 
1 1  
1 1  
1 1  
17 

35 
25 
20 
15 
10 
15 
I5 
19 
15 
1 1  
22 
25 
32 
15 

6 
16 
14 
20 
8 
10 
20 
24 
11 
26 
17 
23 
22 
21 
1 1  
14 
21 
13 
28 
22 
24 
1 1  

16 

2 
6 
28 
23 

- 

- 

- 

8 
2 

34 * 
25 
29 
21 * 
25 
38 
55 
32 *,** 
28 *,** 
31 
23 - 
- 
- 
30 
17 **** 
44 
33 *#** 
44 *,*I 

39 
16 
27 I,** 
37 * 

24 
27 

37 *,** 

- 

- 

28 *,** 

- 
- 
36 
38 

34 
24 * 
32 
43 
31 

- 

- 
39 
34 *,** 
27 
43 
35 

- 
17 
45 
41 , * *  

40 
28 
30 
28 
30 

55 
45 
45 
34 
27 
43 
38 
45 
35 
26 
49 
43 
53 
35 

20 
38 
46 
44 
25 
28 
40 
45 
38 
49 
37 
45 
42 
38 
29 
35 
41 
34 
55 
43 
45 
31 

40 

S 
14 
54 
51 

- 

- 

- 

18 
5 Virgin Islands .. 
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Race/ E t h n ic ity 
The avcragc writing scorcs for cach of thc 
racial/ethnic groups in each participating 
jurisdiction are prescntcd in table 3.20 for 
gradc 4 and in tablc 3.21 for grade 8. In 
2002, the avcragc fourth-gradc writing 
scorcs rangcd from 146 to 183 for Wliitc 
students, from 131 to 181 for Asian/ 
Pacific Islaiidcr studcnts, from 125 and 151 
for Black students, and from 122 to 154 for 
Hispanic studcnts. 

At grade 8, average scores increased 
sincc 1998 for Whitc studcnts in 15 juris- 
dictions, for Black students in 9 jurisdic- 
tions, for Hispanic studcnts in 4 jurisdic- 
tions, and for studcnts classificd as Othcr 
in 1 jurisdiction. Score incrcascs were 
obscrved for 2 or morc racial/cthnic 
subgroups in the following jurisdictions: 
Arkansas, Dclawarc, Florida, Louisiana, 
Maryland, Missouri, North Carolina, South 
Carolina, Washington, and Department of 
Dcfcnsc ovcrscas schools. 
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Table 3.20 Average writing scale scores, by race/ethnicity, grade 4 public schools: By state, 2002 

Nation (Public) 
Alabama 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
Colifornio * 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

lndiano 
Iowa * 

Kansos * 
Kentutky 
Louisiono 

Maine 
Maryland 

Massachusem 
Michigan 

Minnesota 1 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montona + 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Mexico 

New York + 
North Corolina 
North Dokoto + 

Ohio 
Oklohomo 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolino 
Tennessee + 

Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington * 
West Virginia 

Wyoming 
Ofher Jurisdictions 

Dbtrict of Columbia 
DDESS I 

DoDDS 
Guam 

Virgin islands 

White 
159 
146 
149 
151 
158 
182 
171 
165 
157 
152 
152 
157 
156 
152 
156 
151 
158 
165 
175 
152 
159 
151 
153 
151 
158 
152 
151 
172 
167 
152 
162 
148 
151 
161 
164 
153 
153 
168 
148 
158 
163 
160 
147 
151 

183 
160 
163 
m 
# 

Black 
139 
130 
143 
130 
138 
149 
150 
144 
138 
147 

138 
146 
134 
143 
133 

144 
151 
131 
136 
132 
138 

139 
133 

148 
147 

140 
128 
139 
135 
141 
135 
135 
142 

# 

m 

# 

*# 

# 

# 

m 

140 
145 
146 
m 

132 
151 
150 

125 
# 

Hispanic 
140 

129 
139 
135 
154 
148 
154 
136 
145 
138 
144 
139 
137 

m 

m 

# 

m 

149 
142 
139 
129 
m 

#* 
# 

137 
135 
139 
149 
145 
tt* 

m 

130 
132 
136 
136 

139 
145 
126 

145 
138 

144 

137 
150 
152 

122 

*# 

*# 

# 

m 

I Asian/ American Indian/ 
Pacific Islander Alaska Native Other 

166 
*# 
144 

m 

164 
179 
181 

171 
148 

m 

# 

# 

# 

m 
# 

# 

*# 
170 
168 

153 
m 

#* 
# 

m 

*# 
159 

176 
161 

# 

m 

# 

# 

165 

150 
I# 

m 
# 

176 
143 

168 
164 

# 

# 

m 

# 

# 

163 
131 
# 

138 

121 
m 

m 
# 

# 

m 

m 
m 

m 
# 

*P 

m 
# 

m 

# 

m 
#* 
f# 

m 

143 
m 
*# 
133 

133 
126 

#* 

*# 
# 

137 

137 
# 

# 

*# 
m 
tn 

*# 
# 

# 

m 
# 

# 

m 

142 

PI* 

*# 
fn 

# 

m 

153 
# 

m 
# 

# 

#* 
m 
m 
# 

151 #* 
m 
m 
m 
rn 

a* 
m 
# 

# 

# 

# 

# 

m 
# 

#* 
m 
tn 

# 

161 
# 

rn 

147 #* 
# 

# 

*# 
# 

#* 
# 

# 

m 
m 

# 

m 

m 

154 
159 
#* 
#* 
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Table 3.21 Average writing scale scores, by race/ethnicity, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002 

Hispanic Pacific islander Alaska Native 

Nation (Pub&) 1 
Aloborno 

Arizono 
Arkonsos 
Colifornio 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Oelowore 

Florida 
Georgio 

Howoii 
Idaho 

Indiana 
Konsos 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Moine 
Maryland 

Mossachusetts 
Mithigon 

Minnesoto # 
Missinsip pi 

Missouri 
Montono # 
Nebraska 

Nevodo 
New Mexico 

New York + 
North Corolino 
North Ookoto * 

Ohio 
Oklahorno 

Oregon * 
Pennsylvonio 
Rhode lslond 

South Corolino 
Tennessee 

Texas 
Utoh 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Woshington # 
West Virginio 

Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Americon Sornoo 
Diitrid of Columbia 

DoDDS 
Guam 

Virgin lrlonds 

Other Jurisdictions 

ODE55 * 

1998 2002 

155' 159 
150 150 
153 150 
142' 147 
154 156 

172 175 
151 ***+ 165 
150*~** 163 
156 156 
142 142 

157 - 

- 153 
- 153 
- 159 
148 150 
145 **** 153 
155 157 
156 *,** 167 
160 *,** 171 
- 152 
151 - 
145 149 
145 *a** 153 
152 155 
- 160 
145 143 
152 152 
156',** 163 
158 *,*+ 165 
- 148 
- 165 
155 154 
I51 * 157 
- 160 
152 *,** 158 
149 +**+ 155 
153 152 
163 168 
145 146 
A 163 
158 162 
151 + 158 
144 145 
155 - 
147 *,** 153 

# - 
170 ** 
167 171 
160' 166 

# 

# #* 
- 

1998 2002 

130' 134 
129 127 
123 137 
119' 125 
134 128 
133 - 
138 134 
130 *,** 145 
126 *-*+ 137 
132 138 

139 # 

# - 
- 125 
- 135 
129 137 
122' 129 
# #* 
130 **** 140 
134 139 
- 130 
118 - 
123 I*** 132 
124*,** 139 

- 131 
132 128 
150 cd 

131 134 
134 **** 141 

rn 

- 133 

#* *# 

- 

134 135 
m a t  

- 124 

126 *,*+ 135 
133 133 

130 132 
146 140 
# #  

# - 
140 140 
131 142 
142 136 
140 - 
# #  

# - 
124 126 
151 154 
147 149 

124 128 
# - 

1998 2002 

130' 135 

127 126 
130 

123 **** 132 

137 136 
132' 144 
136' 144 

119 

# m 

# 

130 - 

# 

# #* 
- 130 

- 132 
# - 

# *# 
#* # 

m #* 
138 143 
122 132 

If(; - 
- # 

# # 

+?* m 
# # 

- 128 
123 123 
133 134 
125 133 

132 #* 
# 

# 

- 
- 
139 135 
133 133 - 133 
120 128 #* # 

# # 

143 137 
118 119 

151 146 
# - 

118 *,** 137 

138 - 
# #* 

136 I38 

# - 
128 130 
153 160 
154 155 

119 128 
# - 

1998 

I52 
#* 
*# 
*p 

157 
159 
4 

# 

# 

# 

135 

- 
#* 
# 

a 

164 
159 

131 
- 
# 

# 

*# 
- 
144 

148 
# 

rn 

- 
# 

157 

143 
- 
# 

# 

159 
136 

162 
150 

- 

# 

# 

# 

- 
#* 
*# 
153 

2002 

159 
# 

m 
# 

155 

172 
182 
167 
152 
137 

- 

# 

# 

# 

# 

# 

m 

172 
167 
# 

- 
# 

# 

# 

# 

149 

155 
#. 

# 

# 

# 

#* 
162 
154 
# 

# 

# 

156 
139 

171 
156 

# 

# 

- 
# 

94 
# 

# 

161 
130 
# 

1998 

130 

130 
# 

# 

#* 
# 

# 

# 

# 

# 

# 

132 
- 
# 

132 

141 
# 

120 

2002 

138 

126 
# 

# 

# 

- 
hbl 

# 

# 

# 

# 

# 

#I 

# 

# 

tt* 

# 

# 

, #  

# 

- 
# 

# 

129 
# 

# 

131 
# 

# 

125 

144 
# 

#+ 
m 
# 

# 

#+ 
#* 
# 

# 

# 

# 

m 

- 
134 

# 

*# # 

# 

- 

168 
155 **** 163 # - 
# #  

- .  88 



The percentages of students in the 
diffcrcnt racial/ethnic subgroups across 
jurisdictions who performed at or above 
PqfLieicient arc prcscnted in tablcs 3.22 (grade 
4) and 3.23 (grade 8). In 2002, tlic pcrcent- 
agc of fourth-gradcrs pcrforming at or 
abovc Pmjcient rangcd from 19 to 64 
percent for White students, from 5 to 22 
pcrccnt for Black students, from 3 to 30 

percent for Hispanic students, and from 
9 to 56 pcrcciit for i4sian/Pacific Islandcr 
students. The percentages of eighth- 
gradcrs pcrforming at or abovc I’r@cient 
incrcascd since 1998 for Whitc students 
in 13 jurisdictions, for Black students in 
7 jurisdictions, and for Hispanic students 
in I jurisdiction. 
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Table 3.22 Percentage of students at or above Proficient in writing, by race/ethnicity, grade 4 public schools: 
By state, 2002 

Nation (Public) 
Alabama 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
California 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

Florida 
Georgio 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Indiana 
Iowa ’ 

Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigon 

Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana + 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Mexico 

New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota t 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode island 

South Carolina 
Tennessee 1 

Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington t 
West Virginio 

Wyoming 
Other Jurisdictions 

District of Columbia 
DDESS I 

DoDDS 
Guam 

Virgin islands 

I Asian/ . American Indian/ I White Black Hispanic Pacific islander Alaska Native Other 
32 
20 
21 
23 
32 
58 
44 
39 
30 
24 
24 
28 
28 
24 
29 
21 
32 
39 
50 
23 
31 
20 
24 
24 
30 
22 
25 
47 
40 
21 
33 
20 
24 
33 
37 
23 
26 
42 
21 
32 
36 
33 
19 
24 

64 
30 
34 
# 

m 

14 
7 
I5 
9 
14 
22 
21 
20 
13 
21 

12 
21 
9 
16 
7 

17 
21 
8 
12 
6 

11 

16 
9 

21 
20 

1 1  
9 

14 
9 
13 
9 
12 
17 

# 

# 

# 

# 

# 

#+ 
# 

12 
19 
18 #* 

8 
18 
20 

5 
# 

17 

8 
1 1  
14 
26 
20 
30 - 
13 
18 
10 
17 
13 
1 1  

m 

+# 

+# 

+# 

20 
14 
11 
8 

+# 

+# 

# 

10 
10 
15 
23 
20 
f#  

+# 

7 
9 
9 
9 

14 
20 
6 

18 
12 

16 

f#  

*# 

+# 

10 
20 
24 

3 
w 

40 
# 

m 

# 

38 
55 
56 

42 
22 

# 

# 

m 

m 

# 

# 

# 

P I  

44 
43 

25 
m 

# 

m 

# 

m 

32 

52 
40 

# 

# 

# 

# 

39 

22 
# 

m 

49 
15 

42 
32 

# 

+# 
m 

# 

# 

34 
9 

# 

I5 

4 
# 

# 

#+ 
#* 
# 

m 

+# 
# 

# 

*# 
#+ 
# 

*# 
#* 
# 

#+ 
# 

# 

20 
m 

# 

8 

11 
6 

# 

# 

+# 

10 

11 
m 

#* 
rn 

# 

# 

#* 
m 
+# 
m 

+# 

#* 
# 

19 

m 

#* 
# 

# 

m 

26 
# 

# 

# 

# 

*# 
m 

# 

m 

23 
# 

m 

*# 
# 

# 

*# 
#* 
# 

# 

m 

# 

# 

m 

# 

m 

# 

# 

t# 

29 *+* 
# 

14 
# 

+# 
# 

m 

m 

+# 
m 

m 

# 

m 

#+ 
m 

n* 

26 
31 
m 

#* 
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Table 3.23 Percentage of students at or above Proficient in writing, by rate/ethnitity, grade 8 public schools: 
By state, 1998 and 2002 

Nation (Public) 
Alobomo 

Arizona 
Arkansas 
Colifornio 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Oeloware 

Florida 
Georgia 
Howoii 
ldoho 

Indiana 
Konsos ? 

Kentucky 
Louisiana. 

Moine 
Maryland 

Mossochusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota * 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana * 
Nebrosko 

Nevado 
New Mexico 

New York + 
North Carolina 
North Dokoto + 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon + 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
Tennessee * 

Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington * 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin + 
Wyoming 

American Samoa 
District of Columbia 

ODES 2 
OoODS 
Guom 

Virgin Islands 

Other Jurisdictions 

1998 2002 
31 * 37 
22 26 

' 28 27 
16* 22 
30 34 
32 - 
52 55 
28 *#** 43 
26 *,** 41 
31 33 
20 21 - 30 
- 29 
- 36 
22 26 
I7 **** 26 
32 36 
31 *,** 45 
36 **** 49 
- 29 
27 - 
17 20 
20 , * *  29 
26 32 - 35 
21 19 
27 29 
29 *#** 41 
35' 43 
- 25 
- 42 
29 31 
28' 35 
- 37 
29 *,** 35 
22 *,** 28 
28 27 
40 47 
23 25 
- 42 
33 39 
27 *r** 37 
18 21 
30 - 
24 30 

# - 
53 ** 
47 51 
37 43 

# 

# #  

- 

1998 2002 
7' 13 
6 9 
6 13 
4 8 

1 1  10 
10 - 
14 I5 
9 *,** 18 
7 *,** 17 
9 14 

17 

7 
- 13 
8 12 
4 *,** 8 

7 *,** 17 
9 18 

9 
0 -  
4 6 
4'' 13 

- 10 
10 8 
29 ** 
7 12 

1 1  *,** 18 

- 14 

# 

# - 
- 

# #* 

- 

# #* 

# - 
7 13 

7 
10 10 
5 '  9 
9 12 
20 20 

+# #* 
- 

# . #  
# - 

12 14 
1 1  19 
16 13 
16 - 
t p #  

9 8 
27 27 
22 25 

8 4 
tp - 

1998 
9 *  

7 

7 
9 
13 
12 
15 * 

*# 

#* 

# 

# 

- 
# 

# 

# 

12 
6 - 

# 

*# 
#* 
*# 
- 
7 

1 1  
5 

# 

- 
- 
13 
13 

5 
- 
#* 
*n 

20 
5 
- 
21 
7 

# 

13 
14 

10 
32 
28 
- 
7 

2002 
I5 

9 
12 
13 

17 
20 
26 
7 

1 1  

13 

#* 

- 

#* 

# 

# 

# 

# 

24 
10 
# 

- 
#* 
# 

# 

1 1  
7 
13 
12 
16 
tp 

# 

13 
17 
9 
9 

# 

# 

17 
10 

20 
16 

# 

# 

- 
12 

# 

1 1  
38 
28 

2 
PL. 

1998 
30 
# 

# 

# 

35 
34 
tp 

# 

# 

# 

15 

- 
tt* 

# 

#* 
40 
36 

1 1  
- 
# 

# 

#* 
- 
18 

27 
*# 

# 

- 
- 
# 

35 

19 
- 
# 

#* 
35 
16 

40 
27 

- 

*# 
# 

# 

2002 
39 *# 
#* 
#* 
36 

55 
63 
47 
27 
18 

- 

# 

# 

# 

# 

# 

*# 
55 
45 
# 

- 
*# 
#* 
*# 
# 

28 

34 
# 

# 

# 

m 

#* 
41 
31 #* 
#* 
*# 
30 
17 

46 
35 

# 

# 

- 
m 

3 *# 
# 
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13 
# 
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I# 

# 

#* 
# 

# 

# 

#* 
- 
- 
- 
# 

# 

# 

# 

# 

- 
# 

#* 
# 

14 
- 
#* 
12 

18 
# 

- 
- 
16 
tt* 

- 
# 

# 

#* 
*# 
# 

- 
# 

# 

tp 

# 

8 

2002 
17 

8 
# 

# 

#* 
- 
# 

# 

# 

# 

# 

# 

# 

# 

# 

# 

# 

# 

# 

# 

- 
# 

# 

10 *# 
# 

9 
# 

*# 
7 

22 
# 

# 

# 

# 

# 

# 

tp 

# 

# 

# 

# 

# 

- 
13 

# 

# 

# 

# 

# 

p* 

1998 
20 
#* 
#* 
#* 
*# 
# 

#* 
# 

# 

# 

1 1  - 
- 
- 
46 

# 

*# 
# 

# 

- 
# 

#* 
# 

*# 
- 
#* 
# 

# 

# 

2002 
28 
# 

# 

*# 
# 

- 
# 

#* 
#* 
#* 
18 
# 

tp 

# 

# 

#* 
# 

#* 
# 

# 

- 
# 

# 

tp 

*# 
*# 
# 

*# 
#* 
# 

# 

# 

# 

# 

*# 
*# 
tp 

#* 
#* 
# 

# 

# 

# 

- 
#* 

# 

# 

45 
38 
# 

# 



Student Eligibility for Free/ 
Reduced-Price School lunch 
Tables 3.24 (grade 4) and 3.25 (grade 8) 
prcscnt the avcragc writing score results for 
participating jurisdictions by studcnts’ 
eligibility for frcc/rcduccd-pricc school 
lunch. Table 3.25 also presents the results 
of the 1998 assessment. In 2002, students 
who wcrc not cligiblc for free/reduced- 
price lunch scored higher on average than 
students who were eligible in all but one 
jurisdiction at gradc 4 and all but thrcc 
jurisdictions at grade 8. The avemge fourth- 
gradc writing scorc ranged from 125 to 154 

among students who were eligible and 
from 141 to 181 among studcnts who 
were not eligble. 

At grade 8 average scores increased 
sincc 1998 among both thosc students 
who were eligble for free/reduced-price 
lunch and those who wcre not cligiblc in 
11 jurisdictions, only among studcnts who 
wcrc cligiblc in 1 jurisdiction, and only 
among studcnts who wcrc not cligiblc in 
4 jurisdictions. A decrease in the average 
score for cligblc studcnts was dctcctcd in 
1 jurisdiction. 
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Table 3.24 Average writing scale scores, by student eligibility for free/reduced-price school lunch, grade 4 public 
schools: By state, 2002 

Nation (Public) 
Alabama 

A r i z o n a 
Arkonsas 
California 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Indiana 
Iowa 

Kansas * 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Moine 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota 4 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana t 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Mexico 

New York t 
North Carolina 
North Dakota * 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
Tennessee 

Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington t 
West Virginia 

Wyoming 
Other Jurisdictions 

District of Columbia 
DDESS I 

DoDDS 
Guam 

Virgin Islands 

141 
130 
129 
137 
134 
154 
149 
149 
138 
139 
140 
141 
142 
137 
144 
135 
142 
145 
151 
134 
147 
135 
139 
139 
143 
136 
136 
150 
146 
142 
143 
136 
138 
137 
141 
136 
I39 
147 
136 
143 
140 
143 
140 
144 

131 
151 
154 
125 
125 

163 
152 
151 
156 
162 
181 
171 
169 
160 
158 
157 
160 
160 
158 
165 
156 
165 
164 
177 
157 
161 
157 
158 
157 
162 
151 
157 
172 
172 
154 
164 
152 
158 
166 
169 
155 
158 
164 
150 
163 
165 
165 
155 
155 

150 
162 
161 
141 
# 

155 
150 
147 
146 
147 
186 
173 

139 

161 
167 

#* 

t4 

*# 
*# 
135 
143 
167 
165 
174 
141 
153 
141 
159 
141 

146 
136 
175 
159 

158 
133 
146 
162 
151 
158 
146 
160 
142 
170 
164 
160 
144 
153 

*# 

*# 

# 

153 
159 #* 
PI* 
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Table 3.25 Average writing scale scores, by student eligibility for freelreduced-price school lunch, grade 8 public 
schools: By state, 1998 and 2002 

1998 2002 1998 2002 1998 2002 
Notion (Public) 

Alobomo 
Arizono 

Arkonsos 
Californio 14 
Colorodo 

Connecticut 
D e I o w o r e 

Florido 
Georgio 
Hawaii 
ldoho 

lndiono 
Kansas t 

Kentucky 
Louisiono 

Moine 
Morylond 

Mossochusetts 
Michigon 

Minnesoto 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montona 
Nebrosko 

Nevodo 
New Mexico 

New York 
North Corolino 
North Dokoto t 

Ohio 
Oklohomo 

Oregon 
Pennsylvonio 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
Tennessee 4 

Texos 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginio 

Washington 4 
West Virginio 

Wisconsin 4 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
American Somoo 

District of Columbio 
DDESS 

DODOS 
Guom 

VirQin Islands 

131 * 
131 
129 
122 *,** 
121 **** 
132 
139 
127 **** 
129 *f* 
130 
123 - 
- 
133 
127 * 
139 
127 '*** 
131 **** 
- 
127 
124 **** 
127 *,+* 
138 

124 
130 
131 

- 

132 *,** - 
- 
142 * 
133 

131 
126 **** 
135 
141 
130 

136 
128 *a** 

132 
141 
136 

- 

- 

- 
120 
157 
156 

123 
- 

136 
129 
126 
131 
132 

143 
142 
141 
134 
126 
140 
138 
140 
138 
133 
141 
139 
141 
137 

134 
137 
135 
141 
121 
131 
134 
142 
134 
144 
137 
135 
131 
136 
134 
131 
137 
125 
144 
140 
141 
134 

140 

- 

- 

- 

95 
123 
155 
159 
115 
128 

156; 
153 
152 
145 *,** 
155 
158 
172 
152 +,** 
152 **** 
155. 
142 +** - 

155 
146 **+* 
160 
155 **** 
162 **** 
- 
154 
144 *,** 
148 *a** 

155 

146 
150 

I60 * 

- 

156 *-** 

- 
- 
158 
155 

155 **** 
149 *,** 
154 
163 
146 

159 
154 *,** 
152 
157 
149 **** 

- 

- 

- 
141 
162 
155 

161 
151 
150 
150 
158 

174 
167 
163 
156 
146 
156 
155 
160 
158 
155 
163 
164 
173 
154 

152 
157 
159 
163 
144 
153 
165 
166 
151 
167 
159 
162 
165 
161 
157 
160 
166 
150 
168 
162 
161 
153 

157 

- 

- 

- 

ttl 

140 
165 
163 
137 
*fl 

150 

145 
138 
148 
151 
166 
142 
141 
157 
144 

*# 

- 

- 
137 
135 
165 
152 
153 

154 
141 
133 
146 

141 
148 
151 **** 
151 

- 

- 

- 
- 
150 
148 - 
#* 
147 

150 
147 

153 
151 
141 
146 

#* 

- 

# 

- 
130 

156 

125 

# 

- 

154 
150 
144 

145 

172 

162 
152 

154 
144 
170 
147 
141 
153 . 

161 
139 

143 
150 

# 

- 
# 

# 

c(f 

- 

# 

# 

143 
145 
136 
164 

155 
164 
160 

139 
146 
146 
155 
141 

166 
153 

# 

44 

# 

# 

151 

m 
# 

172 
161 
# 

# 
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Thc percentage of students performing 
at or abovc thc P?$cjent lcvcl by studcnts’ 
eligibility for free/reduced-price school 
lunch is prcscntcd for participating jurisdic- 
tions in tables 3.26 and 3.27 for gradcs 4 
and 8 rcspcctivcly. Tablc 3.27 also prcscnts 
rcsults for grade 8 in 1998. In 2002, thc 
percentage of fourth-graders performing at 
or abovc Proficjent ranged from 4 to 27 

percent for students who were eligible and 
betwccn 15 and 57 pcrccnt for students 
who were not eligtble. 

The percentage of eighth-graders per- 
forming at or abovc Pr.@ient increased 
since 1998 for both students who werc 
cligible and studcnts who wcre not cligblc 
in 10 jurisdictions, for only cligiblc students 
in 2 jurisdictions, and for only studcnts 
who wcrc not cligiblc in 5 jurisdictions. 
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Table 3.26 Percentage of students at  or above Proficient in writing, by eligibility for free/reduced-price school lunch, 
grade 4 public schools: B y  state, 2002 

Informotion not available 

Nation (Public) 
Alobomo 
Arizono 

Arkonsas 
Colifornio 

Connecticut 
D e I o w o r e 

Florida 
Georgio. 
Howoii 
ldoho 

Indiono 
low0 t 

Konsos 1 
Kentucky 
Louisiono 

Moine 
Maryland 

Mossothusetts 
Michigon 

Minnesoto t 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montono t 
Nebrasko 

Nevodo 
New Mexico 

New York t 
North Corolino 
North Dokoto t 

Ohio 
Oklohomo 

Oregon 
Pennsylvonio 
Rhode lslond 

South Corolino 
Tennessee + 

Texos 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginio 

Woshington t 
West Virginio 

Wyoming 
Other Jurisdictions 

District of Columbio 
DDESS I 

DoDDS 
Guom 

Viroin lslonds 

IS 
7 
7 
12 
12 
27 
20 
24 
14 
15 
13 
14 
14 
11 
17 
9 

18 
18 
22 
8 
22 
8 

11 
14 
17 
11 
12 
23 
20 
14 
14 
11 
13 
10 
14 
10 
14 
22 
13 
16 
12 
16 
12 
18 

7 
18 
26 
6 
4 

36 
26 
23 
27 
36 
57 
45 
44 
33 
29 
29 
31 
32 
29 
38 
25 
38 
37 
52 
28 
33 
26 
29 
27 
34 
22 
30 
47 
45 
22 
35 
23 
31 
38 
42 
26 
31 
38 
23 
37 
38 
37 
27 
26 

27 
33 
33 
I5 
# 

29 
23 
21 
23 
21 
64 
51 

11 

32 
39 

# 

m 

m 

m 

10 
12 
40 
39 
49 
12 
26 
1 1  
34 
12 

19 
14 
52 
31 

27 
17 
18 
33 
23 
26 
17 
34 
14 
45 
41 
34 
17 
27 

I# 

# 

m 

24 
30 
# 

m 
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Table 3.27 Percentage of students at or above Proficient in writing, by eligibility for free/reduced-price school lunch, 
grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002 

1998 2002 1998 2002 1998 2002 
Nation (Public) 10 * 15 32 * 38 27 32 

29 Alabama 6 9 25 27 
24 Arizona 9 9 28 26 22 

Arkansos 5 *#** 11 18 * 25 16 
California 6 '  14 30 35 24 22 
Colorado 11 - 32 - 30 - 

52 Connecticut 15 24 51 54 47 
Delaware . 10 I,** 17 28 *#** 43 21 

Florida 9 I,** 21 27 *,** 42 18 39 
29 Georgia 8 13 29 33 34 

Hawaii 8 10 19 * 24 18 
32 19 Idaho - 
22 Indiana - 16 - 
48 Kansas 4 - 17 

Kentucky 11 15 28 33 14 21 
Louisiana 5 *,** 11 18 ,** 29 14 18 

29 Maine 1s  21 38 42 43 
Maryland 6 *,** 16 30 *,** 42 26 

Massachusetts 8 *,** 20 39 **** 52 31 30 
20 Michigan - 

Minnesota t 10 - 29 - 27 - 
Mississippi 4 7 18 23 14 ' 14 

23 Missouri 7 '  12 22 *,- 33 12 
Montana f 15 14 30 36 18 
Nebraska - 18 - 

Nevada 7 7 21 19 15 23 
New Mexico 9 12 26 28 23 22 

New York t 8 13 29 I,** 42 25 17 
41 

44 - 30 Ohio - 23 - 
Oklahoma 15 15 31 35 24 44 

37 

18 
41 Pennsylvania - 12 - 

Rhade Island 10 13 31 *,** 39 
South Carolina 5 '  10 22 *,*I 30 21 18 

20 Tennessee f 12 12 30 34 
Texas 17 16 40 45 26 34 

21 Utah 13 11 23 *,*I 28 27 
Vermont - 25 - 46 - 
Virginia 9 *  16 33 38 29 45 

33 Washington f 10 *-- 21 29 * 39 26 
West Virginia 9 12 25 29 19 

Wisconsin f 16 - - 19 - 
23 

33 
Wyoming 16 18 26 * 33 

# 

# 

# 

# 

- 33 
31 
38 

- 
- 
- - 

# 

- 30 - 16 

# 

# - 39 

# 

North Carolina 11 I,** 19 36 44 27 
North Dakota f - I5 - 27 - 

Oregon f 13 . 17 32 39 26 
# - 

# 

# 

ttt 

# 

# 

Other Jurisdictions 
# 

# 

- # - 3 American Samoa - 
13 District of Columbia 7 6 22 17 

DOESS 35 31 40 44 
DoDDS 32 36 30 40 32 

16 
8 

Guam - 
49 
36 

# 

# 

ttt 
- - 

# # 

6 
Virgin Islands 9 4 
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To indicate how difficult the sample tasks 
wcrc for studcnts, cach task in this chaptcr 
is accompanied by a table presenting two 
types of pcrformancc data: thc ovcrall 
pcrccntagcs of studcnts whosc rcsponscs 
wcrc scorcd “Uncvcn or bcttcr,” “Skillful or 
bcttcr,” and “Exccllcnt,” and thc pcrccnt- 
ages of students who scored within specific 
score rangcs on thc NAEP writing scalc. 
The score ranges correspond to the 
three achievement level intervals-Buszc, 
Prtcient, and Admad-as wcll as the range 
below Basic. 

All students who took thc assessment 
were given brochures that providcd sugges- 
tions for planning and reviewing their 
writing; thc writing brochurcs for gradcs 4, 
8, and 12 are reprinted in this chapter, 
following thc prescntation of studcnt 
rcsponscs. 

that show wherc samplc rcsponscs at 
different lcvels fall on the NAEP writing 
scalc. For cach writing task discusscd in this 
rcport, thc itcm maps display thc points on 
thc writing scalc at which studcnts arc 
considercd to havc thc skill to writc a 
response of the indicated quality. 

‘This chaptcr concludcs with item maps 

Narrative, Informative, 
and Persuasive Writing 
In specifying that students must write 
narratives, informative essays, and persua- 
sive pieces, the NAEP writing framework 
ensures that students taking the assessment 
will havc thc opportunity to dcvelop and 
organize ideas, use language effectively, and 
dcmonstratc awarcncss of audicncc for a 
rangc of writing purposcs. This scctioii 
dcscribcs what studcnts at gradcs 4, 8, and 
12 wcrc ablc to accomplish whcn writing for 
all three purposes. 

Narrative Writing: 
Weaving a Story 
How do writers tell a story? The storyteller 
W C ~ V C S  plot, charactcr, languagc, and dctail 
into a wholc to crcate a narrativc. To cngagc 
studcnts in creating narrativcs for thc 
NAEP writing asscssmcnt, studcnts across 
grades 4, 8, and 12 were presented with a 
rangc of tasks and kinds of stimuli, includ- 
ing drawings, cartoons, photographs, and, at 
grades 8 and 12, newspaper articles and 
quotations. 

in this report) presented fourth-grade 
students with imagmative drawings, much 
like those from a children’s book. At grades 
8 and 12, studcnts wcrc askcd to writc both 
first- and third-person narratives. ’The 
President fora Day task rclcascd in this rcport 
is an cxamplc of an cighth-gradc first- 
pcrson narrative. Twclfth-gradcrs wcrc 
somctimcs askcd to assuinc thc voicc of a 
character or to write in a particular genre. 
Thc twclfth-grade task fcaturcd in this 
report asked students to write a genre 
narrative, Tall TaLe. 

quality, with six-level scoring rubrics that 
uscd thc following catcgorics: “Exccllcnt,” 
“Skillful,” “Sufficient,” “Unevcn,” “Insuffi- 
cient,” and “Unsatisfactory.” Within a grade, 
the same narrativc scoring guidc was uscd to 
score all narrative responses regardless of 
task, although ratcrs wcrc also madc awarc 
of thc varicty of rcsponscs charactcristic of 
any given task. 

Narrative tasks like Unussual Day (rclcascd 

Studcnt rcsponscs wcrc scorcd for ovcrall 
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Espectations for student writing in- 
crescd with increasing grade lcvcl. For 
example, it was anticipated that students at 
grades 8 and 12 would write more con- 
trolled and lengthier pieccs characterized by 
more complex scntenccs and more sophisti- 
cated word choiccs. Further, eighth- and 
twelfth-grade students usually provided 
substantially more dcvclopcd narrative plots 
than did fourth-graders. In “Skillful” or 
“Excellent” responses, students at grades 8 
and 12 werc generally more ablc at using 
narrative techniques to inteweave event and 
characterization and to experiment with 
precisc languagc that incrcascd tlic effcctive- 
ncss of thcir stories. 

FIowcvcr, it is accurate to say that across 
grades 4, 8, and 12, narrative responses 
rated “Skillful” or “Esccllcnt” werc clcarly 
developed with dctails, organizcd smoothly, 
and exhibitcd control ovcr scntcnce struc- 
turc and mcch;mics. Such responscs occa- 
sionally used dialogue to develop character 
or cxpcrimcntcd with suspcnsc. Stories 
rated “Sufficient” provided a clear sequence 
of events, but lacked a high level of devel- 
opment, used very simple language and 
sentence structure throughout the response, 
and/or occasionally madc abrupt shifts in 
time or place. In responses rated “Uneven,” 
abrupt shifts and crrors tcndcd to impede 
thc story’s progress, even though many of 
thc writcrs of “Unevcn” rcsponscs still 
atteinptcd a complctc story. YJneven” 
stories often had the outlines of a story, but 
werc wcakcncd by rcpetition, uneven 
development, or problems in controlling 
sentence structure. Narratives rated “Insuf- 
ficicnt” or “Unsatisfactory” wcrc oftcn 
marked by extreme brevity or lack of 
control ovcr standard writtcn English. 

. 

Informative Writing: 
Describing and Explaining 
Informative writing requires a clear, orga- 
nized presentation of information about a 
subject undcrstood by the writcr. Informa- 
tivc writing tasks varied among the gradcs. 

asked to writc about familiar subjects. 
Lmchtime (released in this report) is one 
such subject. At the cighth and twelfth 
grades, students were gven new informa- 
tion to assimilate and prcsent (in charts, 
pictures, or letters) and \$ere asked to write 
for a greater variety of audiences (such as a 
school board or friend). Some tasks required 
older students to draw from background 
knowlcdgc. In the case of thc Sate a Book 
task, discussed in this report for both 
eighth- and twelfth-gradcrs, the task is’to 
describe a particular book worth saving for 
posterity. 

As with narrativc responses, studcnt 
informative responses were scored with a 6- 
lcvcl guide that was thc samc for all infor- 
mativc tasks within a grade. Again, cxpccta- 
tions werc higher thc oldcr thc studcnts 
were. Fourth-graders who wrotc “Skillful” 
and “Excellcnt” responses developed ideas 
with specific details and organized thcm 
clearly (e.g., through comparison and 
contrast). In responses rated “Skillful” or 
“Excellent,” cighth- and twelfth-gradc 
students developed information h l ly  with 
dctails and organizcd it well, using clear 
transitions to link sections. Twelfth-graders 
oftcn gave more detailed accounts of things 
read, studicd, or cxpcricnced than cighth- 
graders. At grade 12 especially, higher-level 
responscs cxhibitcd mastery over sophisti- 
cated sentence structure and word use. 

In most fourth-grade tasks, studcnts were 
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“Sufficient” responses across grades 
prcscntcd a clcar sequence of information, 
but with ideas that were only generally 
rclatcd. Eighth- and twelfth-gradcrs who 
wrotc ‘(Sufficient” responses organizcd 
information but did not elaborate on details 
or provide a clear structurc to guide thc 
reader through the information. “Uneven” 
responses at grades 4, 8, and 12 prcscntcd 
some information, but not in a clear se- 
quence or with patchy development. Infor- 
mativc,essays scored ((Insufficient" or 
c‘Unsatisfactory” were, like narrative re- 
sponscs at these lcvcls, cxtrcincly undcvcl- 
oped or lacking in control ovcr scntcncc 
structurc and word usagc. 

Persuasive Writing: 
Convincing the Reader 
As stated in the NAEP writing framework, 
the primary aim of persuasive writing 
‘ I .  . . is to influence others to take some 
action or bring about changc. . . . This typc 
of writing involves a clear awareness of 
what argumcnts might most affect thc  
audicncc being addressed.”’ To cngagc 
studcnts in writing pcrsuasivcly for thc 
NAEP asscssmcnt, cvcry attcmpt was madc 

to design tasks relevant to students’ experi- 
cnccs so that studcnts could craft responses 
with a meaningful sense of audience. A 
varicty of stimuli wcre used, frequcntly tcxt- 
bascd, although at grade 4 thcse wcrc 
limited to short lettcrs, while at grades 8 and 
12 lcngthier articlcs wcrc cmploycd. 

Thc gradc 4 pcrsuasivc task in this rcport, 
L i b m y  Book, required students to writc a 
lcttcr to thc  school librarian convincing him 
or her to reacquire a particular book for the 
school library. The SchoolJchedde task 
released in this report asked eighth-graders 
to respond to a newspaper article by writing 
to their principal dcfending their position on 
changing school hours. Most twelfth-grade 
persuasive tasks broadcncd thc writing 
context beyond the classroom orientation 
of fourth-gradc tasks and thc school oricn- 
tation of the eighth-gradc tasks. Tasks 
m g c d  from lettcrs to an cditor to dcbatcs 
on thc merits of particular social changes. 
The Heroes task presented in this chapter 
askcd students to dcfinc heroism and 
provide specific examples of celebrities 
and/or people from their community to 
illustrate and support their definitions. 

I 

’ National -Assessment Govenling Board. (1998). Writing Framework. and Spcrifirrrtionsfor the 1338 NutionalAsscssmenf ./ 
Educational Progress, p. 7 .  Wasliingtoti, D C  Autlior. 
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Student persuasive responses were scored 
with a 6-lcvel guide that mricd slightly by 
grade. In responses rated “Skillful” or 
“Excellent,” fourth-graders took clcar 
positions, offering clcar support for their 
positions with rcasons or examplcs. At 
cighth gradc, in contrast to fourth gradc, in 
“Skillful” and “Excellent” responses, stu- 
dents wcnt bcyond providing evidence or 
simple reasons for a position to develop a 
complete argument with appropriate details. 
In twelfth-gradc persuasive writing ratcd 
“Skillful” and “Excellent,” students con- 
structed cohcrcnt arguments throughout 
thcir rcsponscs. Somc students carefully 
weighed both sides of an issue bcforc 
choosing onc. Whilc students across grades 
at the highest levels used rhetorical strate- 
gies such as humor, rcpctition, or rhetorical 
questions to appeal to an audience, such 
devices were used most often and most 
skillfu\ly at  gmde 12. 

As with informative writing, “Sufficient” 
rcsponscs at gradcs 4,8, and 12 tcndcd to 
be simple and somewhat undeveloped. Such 
responses clearly stated a position and 
provided some support, but were only 
generally organized, and, at grades 8 and 12, 
lacked clcar transitions among idcas. At all 
three grades, students whose responses were 

rated “Uncven” provided a clear position 
but offered unclear, undcvcloped, or dis- 
jointed support, and/or were characterized 
by errors that at timcs impeded undcrstand- 
ing. Rcsponscs ratcd “Insufficicnt” or 
“Unsatisfactory” wcre vcry undcvelopcd or 
lacking in control over sentcncc structurc 
and word usage. 

This section prescnts the scoring guidcs 
used in the writing assessment, sample tasks 
at cach gradc, and student rcsponscs rated 
“Uncven,” “Skillfd,” and “Excellent” on 
the writing scoring guides for each task type 
at cach of gradcs 4, 8, and 12. Displaying 
sample responses of these three ratings will 
cnablc rcadcrs to bcttcr undcrstand how 
NAEP scores student writing to distinguish 
bctwccn uppcr-lcvcl writing (“Sufficicnt” 
and abovc) and lower-lcvcl writing (“Un- 
even” and below). Both the scoring guides 
and thc tasks wcrc dcsigncd to rcflcct 
appropriate expectations for the assessed 
grade levels, and the sample tasks illustrate 
the three kinds of writing at cach grade 
level. The frequency of the three kinds of 
writing included in thc asscssmcnt at cach 
gradc is based on the emphases they receive 
in instruction as discussed in thc NAEP 
writing 

Evaluating Student Responses 

Natioiial Assessiiieiit Goveriliug Board. (1998). Writitg Frameuork and Spec$cdions/or B e  1998 Nutionaf Asicssmrnt 4 
Eddcational Proxress, p. 48. Washington, DC: Author. 
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6 Excellent Response 

Tells a well-developed story with relevant descriptive details across the response. 

Events are well connected and tie the story together with transitions across the response. 

Sustains varied sentence structure and exhibits specific word choices. 

Exhibits control over sentence boundaries; errors in grammar, spelling, and mechanics do not 
interfere with understanding. 

5 Skillful Response 

Tells a clear story with some development, including some relevant descriptive details. 

Events are connected in much of the response; may lack some transitions. 

Exhibits some variety in sentence structure and exhibits some specific word choices. 

Generally exhibits control over sentence boundaries; errors in grammar, spelling, and mechanics 
do not interfere with understanding. 

4 Sufficient Response 

Tells a clear story with little development; has few details. 

Events are generally related; may contain brief digressions ar inconsistencies. 

Generally has simple sentences and simple word choice; may exhibit uneven control over sentence 

Has sentences that consist .mostly of complete, clear, distinct thoughts; errors in grammar, spelling, 

boundaries. 

and mechanics generally do not interfere with understanding. 

3 Uneven Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following) 

Attempts to tell a story, but tells only part of a story, gives a plan for a story, or i s  list-like. 

lacks a clear progression of events; elements may not fit together or be in sequence. 

Exhibits uneven control over sentence boundaries and may have some inaccurate word choices. 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and mechanics sometimes interfere with understanding. 

2 Insufficient Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following) 

Attempts a response, but is no more than a fragment or the beginning of a story OR i s  very 

Is very disorganized OR too brief to detect organization. 

Exhibits little control over sentence boundaries and sentence formation; word choice i s  inaccurate in 
much of the response. 

Characterized by misspellings, missing words, incorrect word order; errors in grammar, spelling, 
and mechanics are severe enough to make understanding very difficult in much of the response. 

repetitive. 

1 Unsotisfoctory Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following) 

Attempts a response, but may only paraphrase the task or be extremely brief. 

Exhibits no control over organization. 

Exhibits no control over sentence formation; word choice is  inaccurate across the response. 

Characterized by misspellings, missing words, incorrect word order; errors in grammar, spelling, 
and mechanics severely impede understanding across response. 
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6 Excellent Response 

Develops ideas well and uses specific, relevant details across the response. 

Is well organized with clear transitions. 

Sustains varied sentence structure and exhibits specific word choices. 

Exhibits control over sentence boundaries; errors in grammar, spelling, and mechanics do not 
interfere with understanding. 

5 Skillful Response 

Develops ideas with some specific, relevant details. 

Is clearly organized; information is presented in an orderly way, but response may lack transitions. 

Exhibits some variety in sentence structure and exhibits some specific word choices. 

Generally exhibits control over sentence boundaries; errors in grammar, spelling, and mechanics do 
not interfere with understanding. 

4 Sufficient Response 

Clear but sparsely developed; moy have few details. 

Provides a clear sequence of information; provides pieces of information that are generally related to 

Generally has simple sentences and simple word choice; may exhibit uneven control aver sentence 

Has sentences that consist mostly of complete, clear, distinct thoughts; errors in grammar, spelling, 

each other. 

boundaries. 

and mechanics generally do not interfere with understanding. 

3 Uneven Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following) 

Provides limited'or incomplete information; may be list-like or have the quality of an outline. 

Is disorganized or provides a disjointed sequence of information. 

Exhibits uneven control over sentence boundaries and may have some inaccurate word choices. 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and mechanics sometimes interfere with understanding. 

2 Insufficient Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following) 

Provides little information and makes little attempt at development. 

Is very disorganized OR too brief to detect organization. 

Exhibits little control over sentence boundaries and sentence formation; word choice i s  inaccurate in 
much of the response. 

Characterized by misspellings, missing words, incorrect word order; errors in grammar, spelling, 
and mechanics are severe enough to make understanding very difficult in much of the response. 

1 Unsatisfactory Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following) 

Attempts a response, but may only paraphrase the task or be extremely brief. 

Exhibits no control over organization. 

Exhibits no control over sentence formation; word choice is  inaccurate across the response. 

Characterized, by misspellings, missing wards, incorrect word order; errors in grammar, spelling, 
and mechanics severely impede understanding across the response. 

BESTCOPY AVAlMlBbE 
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6 Excellent Response 

the response. 
Takes a clear position and develops support with well-chosen details, reasons, or examples across 

Is well organized; maintains focus. 

Sustains varied sentence structure and exhibits specific word choices 

Exhibits control over sentence boundaries; errors in grammar, spelling, and mechanics do not 
interfere with understanding. 

5 Skillful Response 

Takes a clear position and develops support with some specific details, reasons, or examples. 

Provides some organization of ideos by, for example, using contrast or building to a point. 

Exhibits some variety in sentence structure and exhibits some specific word choices. 

Generally exhibits control over sentence boundaries; errors in grammar, spelling, and mechanics do 
not interfere with understanding. 

4 Sufficient Response 

Takes a clear position with support that is clear and generally related to the issue. 

Is generally organized. 

Generally has simple sentences and simple word choice; may exhibit uneven control over sentence 

Has sentences that consist mostly of complete, clear, distinct thoughts; errors in grammar, spelling, 

boundaries. 

and mechanics generally do not interfere with understanding. 

3 Uneven Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following) 

Takes a position and offers limited or incomplete support; some reasons may not be clear or related 

Is disorganized OR provides a disjointed sequence of information. 

Exhibits uneven control over sentence boundaries and may have some inaccurate word choices. 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and mechanics sometimes interfere with understanding. 

to the issue. 

2 Insufficient Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following) 

Takes a position, but provides only minimal support (generalizations or a specific reason or 

Is very disorganized or too brief to detect organization. 

May exhibit little control over sentence boundaries and sentence formation; word choice is 

Chorocterized by misspellings, missing words, incorrect ward order; errors in grammar, spelling, 

example); OR attempts to take a position but the position is unclear. 

inaccurate in much of the response. 

and mechanics may be severe enough to make understanding very difficult in much of the response. 

1 Unsatisfactory Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following) 

Takes a position, but provides no support OR attempts to take a position (is an topic), but position is 

Exhibits no control aver organization. 

Exhibits no control over sentence formation; word choice i s  inaccurate across the response. 

Characterized by misspellings, missing words, incorrect ward order; errors in grammar, spelling, 

very unclear; may only paraphrase the task. 

and mechanics severely impede understanding across response. 
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6 Excellent Response 

Tells a clear story that i s  well developed and shaped with wellchosen details across the response. 

Is well organized with strong transitions. 

Sustains variety in sentence structure and exhibits good word choice. 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation are few and do not interfere with understanding. 

5 Skillful Response 

*.  Tells a clear story that is  developed and shaped with details in parts of the response. 

Is clearly Organized, but may lack some transitions and/or have occasional lapses in continuity. 

Exhibits some variety in sentence structure and some good word choices. 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation do not interfere with understanding. 

4 Sufficient Response 

Tells a clear story that i s  developed with some details. 

The parts of the story are generally related, but there are few or no transitions. 

Exhibits control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure, but sentences and word choice 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation do not interfere with understanding. 

may be simple and unvaried. 

3 Uneven Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following) 

Attempts to tell a story, but parts of the story are unclear, undeveloped, list-like, or repetitive OR 

Is unevenly organized; parts of the story may be unrelated to one another. 

Exhibits uneven control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; may have some inaccurate 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation sometimes interfere with understanding. 

offers no more than a well-written beginning. 

word choices. 

2 Insufficient Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following] 

Attempts to tell a story, but the attempt may be a fragment and/or very undeveloped. 

Is very disorganized throughout the response OR too brief to detect organizotion. 

Minimal control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; word choice may often be 

Errors in grammar or usage (such as missing words or incorrect word use or word order), spelling, 

inaccurate. 

and punctuation interfere with understanding in much of the response. 

1 Unsatisfactory Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following] 

Responds to task, but provides little or no coherent content OR merely paraphrases the task. 

Has no apparent organization OR consists of a single statement. 

Minimal or no control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; word choice may be 
inaccurate in much or all of the response. 

A multiplicity of errors in grammar or usage (such as missing words or incorrect word use or word 
order), spelling, and punctuation severely impedes understanding across the response. 

BESTCOPYAVABMBLE 
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6 Excellent Response 

Develops and shapes information with wellchosen details across the response. 

Is well organized with strong transitions. 

Sustains variety in sentence structure and exhibits good word choice. 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation are few and do not interfere with understanding. 

5 Skillful Response 

0 Develops and shapes information with details in parts of the response. 

Is clearly organized, but moy lock some transitions and/or have occasional lapses in continuity. 

Exhibits some variety in sentence structure and some good word choices. 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation do not interfere with Understanding. 

' 

4 Sufficient Response 

Develops information with some details. 

Organized with ideas that are generally related, but has few or no transitions. 

0 Exhibits control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure, but sentences and word choice 

0 Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation do  not interfere with Understanding. 

may be simple and unvaried. 

3 Uneven Response (moy be characterized by one or more of the following) 

Presents some clear information, but is M i k e ,  undeveloped, or repetitive OR offers no more than a 
well-written beginning. 

Is unevenly organized; the response may be disiointed. 

Exhibits uneven control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; may have some inaccurate 
word choices. 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation sometimes interfere with understanding. 

2 Insufficient Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following) 

Presents fragmented information OR may be very repetitive OR may be very undeveloped. 

Is very disorganized; thoughts are tenuously connected OR the response i s  too brief to detect 

Minimal control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; word choice may often be 

Errors in grammar or usage (such as missing words or incorrect word use or word order), spelling, 

organization. 

inaccurate. 

and punctuation interfere with understanding in much of the response. 

1 Unsatisfactory Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following) 

Attempts to respond to task, but provides little or no coherent information; may only paraphrase the 
task. 

Has no apparent organization OR consists of a single statement. 

Minimal or no control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; word choice may be 
inaccurate in much or all of the response. 

A multiplicity of errors in grammar or usage (such as missing words or incorrect word use or word 
order), spelling, and punctuation severely impedes understanding across the response. 
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6 Excellent Response 

the response. 
Tokes a clear position and develops it consistently with wellchosen reasons and/or examples across 

Is well organized with strong transitions. 

Sustains variety in sentence structure and exhibits good word choice. 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation are few and do not interfere with understanding. 

5 Skillful Response 

Takes a clear position and develops i t  with reasons and/or examples in parts of the response. 

Is clearly orgonized, but may lack some transitions and/or have occasional lapses in.continuity. 

Exhibits some variety in sentence structure ond some good word choices. 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation do not interfere with understanding. 

4 Sufficient Response 

Takes a clear position and supports it with some reasons and/or exomples. 

Is organized with ideas that are generally related, but there ore few or no transitions. 

Exhibits control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure, but sentences and word choice 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation do not interfere with understanding, 

may be simple and unvaried. 

3 Uneven Response (may be Characterized by one or more of the following) 

Takes a position and offers support, but moy be unclear, repetitive, list-like, or undeveloped. 

Is unevenly organized; the response may be disjointed. 

Exhibits uneven control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; may have some inaccurate 

Errors in grammor, spelling, and punctuation sometimes interfere with understonding. 

word choices. 

2 Insufficient Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following) 

Takes a position, but response may be very unclear, very undeveloped, or very repetitive. 

Is very disorganized; thoughts are tenuously connected OR the response is  too brief to detect 

Minimal control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; word choice may often be 

Errors in gramrnor or usoge [such os missing words or incorrect word use or word order), spelling, 

organization. 

inoccurote. 

and punctuation interfere with understanding in much of the response. 

1 Unsatisfactory Response (may be Characterized by one or more of the following) 

Attempts to take a position (addresses topic) but response is  incoherent OR takes a position but 

Has no apparent organization OR consists of a single statement. 

Minimal or no control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; word choice moy be 

A multiplicity of errors in grommar or usage (such as missing words or incorrect word use or word 

provides no support; may only paraphrose the tosk. 

inaccurate in much or 011 of the response. 

order), spelling, and punctuation severely impedes understanding across the response. 
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6 Excellent Response 

Tells a clear story that i s  consistently well developed and detailed; details enhance story being told. 

Is well organized; integrates narrative events into a smooth telling; effective transitions move the 

Consistently exhibits variety in sentence structure and precision in word choice. 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation are few and do not interfere with understanding. 

story forward. 

5 Skillful Response 

Tells a clear story that i s  well developed and elaborated with details in much of the response. 

Is well organized with story elements that are connected across most of the response; may have 
occasional lapses in transitions. 

Exhibits some variety in sentence structure and uses good word choice; occasionally, words may be 
used inaccurately. 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation do not interfere with understanding. 

4 Sufficient Response 

Tells a clear story that is developed with some pertinent details. 

Is generally organized, but transitions among parts of the story may be lacking. 

Sentence structure may be simple and unvaried; word choice i s  mostly accurate. 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation do not interfere with understanding. 

3 Uneven Response (may be characterized by one or more of the fallowing) 

minimally developed OR response is no more than a well-written beginning. 
Tells a story that may be clear and developed in parts; other parts are unfocused, repetitive, 01 

Is organized in parts of the response; other parts are disjointed and/or lack transitions. 

Exhibits uneven control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; may exhibit some 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation sometimes interfere with understanding. 

inaccurate word choices. 

2 Insufficient Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following) 

Attempts to tell a story, but i s  very undeveloped, list-like, or fragmentary. 

Is disorganized or unfocused in much of the response OR the response is too brief to detect 

Minimal control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; word choice may often be 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation interfere with understanding in much of the response. 

organization. 

inaccurate. 

1 Unsatisfactory Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following) 

Responds to task but provides little or no coherent content OR merely paraphrases the task. 

Has little or no apparent organization. 

Minimal or no control,over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; word choice may be 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation severely impede understanding across the response. 

inaccurate in much or all of the response. 

92 C H A P T E R  4 N A E P  2 0 0 2  W R I T I N G  R E P O R T  C A R D  



6 Excellent Response 

Information is presented effectively and consistently supported with wellchosen details. 

Is focused and well organized, with a sustained controlling idea and effective use of transitions. 

Consistently exhibits variety in sentence structure and precision in word choice. 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation are few and do not interfere with Understanding. 

5 Skillful Response 

Information is  presented clearly and supported with pertinent details in much of the response. 

Is well orgonized, but may lack some transitions. 

Exhibits some variety in sentence structure and uses good word choice; occasionally, words may be 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation do not interfere with Understanding. 

used inaccurately. 

4 Sufficient Response 

Information is presented clearly and supported with some pertinent details. 

Is generally organized, but has few or no transitions among parts. 

Sentence structure may be simple and unvaried; word choice is  mostly accurate. 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation do not interfere with Understanding. 

3 Uneven Response (may be Characterized by one or more of the following) 

Information is presented clearly in parts; other parts are undeveloped or repetitive OR response 

Is organized in parts of the response; other parts are disjointed and/or lack transitions. 

Exhibits uneven control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; may exhibit some 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation sometimes interfere with understanding. 

i s  no more than a well-written beginning. 

inaccurate word choices. 

2 Insufficient Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following) 

Provides information that is very undeveloped or list-like. 

Is disorganized or unfocused in much of the response OR the response i s  too brief to detect 

Minimal control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; word choice may often be 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation interfere with understanding in much of the response. 

organization. 

inaccurate. 

1 Unsatisfactory Response (may be characterized by one or more of the following) 

Responds to task, but may be incoherent OR provides very minimal infarmotion OR merely 

Exhibits little or no apparent organization. 

.Minimal or no control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; word choice may be 
inaccurate in much or all of the response. 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation severely impede understanding across the response. 

paraphrases the task. 



6 Excellent Response 

Takes a clear position and supports i t  consistently with wellthosen reasons and/or examples; 

Is focused and well organized, with effective use of transitions. 

Consistently exhibits variety in sentence structure and precision in word choice. 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation are few and do not interfere with Understanding. 

may use persuasive strategy to convey an argument. 

5 Skillful Response 

Takes a clear position and supports it with pertinent reasons and/or examples through much of 
the response. 

Is well organized, but may lack some transitions. 

Exhibits some variety in sentence structure and uses good word choice; occasionally, words may 
be used inaccurately. 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation do not interfere with Understanding. 

4 Sufficient Response 

development. 
Takes a clear position and supports it with some pertinent reasons and/or examples; there is some 

Is generally organized, but has few or no transitions among parts. 

Sentence structure may be simple and unvaried; word choice i s  mostly accurate. 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation do  not interfere with Understanding. 

3 Uneven Response [may be characterized by one or more of the following] 

Takes a position and provides uneven support; may lack development in parts or be repetitive 

Is organized in parts of the response; other parts are disjointed and/or lack transitions. 

Exhibits uneven control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; may exhibit some 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation sometimes interfere with understanding. 

OR response is no more than a well-written beginning. 

inaccurate word choices. 

2 Insufficient Response [may be characterized by one or more of the following) 

T0kes.a position but response i s  very undeveloped. 

Is disorganized or unfocused in much of the response OR clear but very brief. 

Minimal control over sentence boundories and sentence structure; word choice may often be 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation interfere with understanding in much of the response. 

inaccurate. 

1 Unsatisfactory Response [may be characterized by one or more of the following) 

Attempts to take a position [addresses topic], but position is very unclear OR takes a position, but 

Exhibits little or no apparent organization. 

Minimal or no control over sentence boundaries and sentence structure; word choice may be 
inaccurate in much ar all of the response. 

Errors in grammar, spelling, and punctuation severely impede understanding across the response. 

provides minimal or no support; may only paraphrase the task. 
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Grade 4 Sample Narrative Task and Student Responses 

Unusual Day presented students with a sequence of fullcolor, imaginative draw- 
ings designed to provide a framework for creating a narrative. Student responses 
were rated according to the 6-level grade 4 narrative scoring guide. 

IMAGINE! 

One morning you wake up and go down to breakfast. 

This is what you see on the table. 

You are surprised. Then. . . 

... when you look out the window, 
this is what you see. 

Write a story called "The Very Unusual Day" about what happens 
until you go to bed again. 
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Table 4.1 Percentage scored "Uneven" or better for narrative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 4: 2002 

I I 
_I_ _-_ _ . _ ~ -  

Overall percentage At Bask 7 I At Profident At Advanced 
225orabove' ~~~~ 115-17S I I 1762241 

i 100 100 I 07 li 37 I1 90 : L 1 L,-""-J I ...... ... .. ,... . --.- . . . 
I WAWwiling comporile stole range. 
SOURCE U.S. Dcprtmenf of Educolion, lnrfiule of thotion Sciences, Noliand Cenler for Educdion Slotiicr, Nolimd llasrsmml of tdurotimd Pro~nt 
(NAEP), 2002 Writing Assesrrnenl. 

Sample 'Wneven" Response 

"Uneven" responses often consisted of undeveloped lists of things the narrators of the stories saw in 
the stimulus pictures. The response below also exhibits typical "Uneven" response difficulties with 
sentence boundaries, grammar, and spelling that, at times, interfere with the attempt to tell the 
story. An "Uneven" or better rating for this task was assigned to 87 percent of the responses to the 
task, and "Uneven" or better responses map at the scale score 12 1. 
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Table 4.2 Percentage scored "Skillful" or better for narrative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 4: 2002 

I 

I 

46 93 

# Pertenloge rounds 10 zero. 
1 WEPwriting tomporile stole ronge. 
SOUR(I: US. Depodmenl of Mudion, Institute of Edutotion kientes, Notional Center for Edutotion SlotMia, Noliond Assesmenl of Educotionol Progress 
(HAEP), 2002 Wiling Assenmenl. 

Sample "Skillful" Response 

In "Skillful" responses, students used details to develop their stories in parts of the response. They 
provided a clear structure to their stories, though with an occasional lack of transitions, as shown 
in the sample response. The "Skillful" or better rating was given to 18 percent of the responses to 
this task. These responses map at the scale score 202. 
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Table 4.3 Percentage scored UExcellent" far'narrative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 4: 2002 

Overall percentage 1 Below Bask At Basic 1 At Proficient AtAdvanced 
176-224) t 225 or abovet 

I i 
"Ex(e!ent" 

4 # 1 9 i 5 2  

I 

# Pertentoge rounds to zero. 
I NAEPwiting compdts stole rongs. 
SOUKt: U.S. Deportment of Education, lnslituts of fducotion Sciences, Nofionol Center for Education Slofbtiq Notionol hrressmenl of Educetimol Rogress 
(NAEP), 2002 Wiling Assenmenl. 

Sample "Excellent" Response 

"Excellent" responses developed ideas with relevant details throughout the story and exhibited 
variety in sentence structure. In the response shown here, transitions guide the reader through the 
plot, and there are some very good specific word choices, such as "sharp edges" and "almost 
unthinkable." The "Excellent" rating was given to 4 percent of the responses to this, task. These 
responses map at the scale score 240. 
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Grade 4 Sample Informative Task and Student Responses 

To make this task accessible to all grade 4 students, lunchtime asked them to 
describe an experience they have each day: lunchtime. Students responded by 
focusing on many different aspects of their lunchtime, including descriptions of 
physical environment, activities, and their feelings about lunchtime at their school. 
Percentages and scores below suggest that this informative task was more chal- 
lenging for grade 4 students than the narrative task Unusual Day. Responses to this 
task were rated according to the 6-leve1, grade 4 informative scoring guide. 

Describe what lunchtime is like for you on a school day. Be sure to 
tell about your lunchtime so that someone who has never had lunch 
with you on a school day can understand where you have lunch and 
what lunchtime is like. 
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Table 4.4 Percentage scored "Uneven" or better for informative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 4: 
2002 

"Uneven" or better 

, 100 100 
-1 ]L --------..A< 92 i ____  . " IL 48 

I NAEPwriting composite xole ronge. 
50URCL US. Depor(ment of Education. Instilute 01 Edducplion Sdelua, Notional Center for Ehcoh Stotirtia, Notional Assesmen1 01 Educntimal Rogras 
(NAEP). 2002 Writing Assessment. 

Sample "Uneven" Response 

"Uneven" responses provided incomplete and, at times, repetitive information and also exhibited 
problems with run-on sentences, as the response below shows. The "Uneven" or better rating was 
assigned to 88 percent of the responses to this task. These responses map at the scale score 1 12. 
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Table 4.5 Percentage scored "Skillful" or better for informative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 4: 2002 

11" ll~_lllll 

176-224' 1 225 or above' 

# Percentage rounds to zero. ' MAEP writing composite scale range. 
SOURCE US. Department of Education, InstiMe of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Slatistiq Nationd Assessment of EducoliMd Progress 
(NAtP), 2002 wriling Assessment. 

Sample "Skillful" Response 

"Skillful" responses often provided clearly organized sequences of lunchtime activities. The r e  
sponse below does this with some wellchosen specific details, such as the reference to the lunch 
moms wiping off the tables. There i s  some sentence variety as well. However, the response lacks 
the development of an "Excellent" response. The "Skillful" or better rating was assigned to 16 
percent of the responses to this task and such responses map at the scale score 2 16. 
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Grade 4 Sample Persuasive Task and Student Responses 

Persuasive: Library Book 

In the Library Book task, students were asked to write a letter convincing the school 
librarian to purchase a new copy of the student's favorite book, which is missing 
from the library. While some students chose to describe the contents of a specific 
book, others chose to make arguments based on how they and friends or family 
members enjoy reading. Responses to this task were rated according to the 6-level, 
grade 4 persuasive scoring guide. . 

Imagine this situation: 

Your favorite book is missing from your school library. It might be a 
book that you like to read over and over again. Or it might be a book 
that your teacher or parent has read to you. Some of your friends also 
like to read this book. The school librarian is not sure she wants to 
buy the book again. 

Write a letter to convince your school librarian to buy the book again. 
In your letter, give lots of reasons why the book should be in your 
school library. 
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Table 4.7 Percentage scored "Uneven" or better for persuasive writing task, by achievement level range, grade 4: 
2002 

i Overall percentage Below Baslr 1 1  At Bask At Pmfident 1 At Advanced 
1 "Uneven" or better Il40rbd0~' / I  115-175' 176-224' j 225 or above' 1 
I 
L"-",".___~_iL - 

I 43 II 91 ' j i 1 100 100 
---A 

1 1  
88 

I NAEP wiling composite sole ronge. 
SOURCE: US. Oepatment of fducntion, Institute of Edutntion Sciences, Hntionnl (enter for Educoticm Stntistin, Nolimol bwmenl 01 Eduwtionnl Rogrers 
(NAEPI, 2002 Wiling Assessment. 

Sample "Uneven" Response 

"Uneven" responses took clear positions, but lacked either development or control over sentence 
structure, or sometimes both. The response shown below takes a clear persuasive position in r e  
sponse to the task, but offers limited support and is somewhat repetitive. The "Uneven" or better 
rating was given to 88 percent of the responses to this task. These responses map at the scale score 
114. 
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Table 4.8 Percentage scored "Skillful" or better for persuasive writing task, by achievement level range, grade 4 
2002 

I_ __ 
-$ ""7 At Profident At Advanced 

1 15-1 75' 1 176-224' 225 or above' 
I 
i i  40 , 89 
I I - -  

5 

t Pertenloge rounds to zero 
I NAEP WI~UIQ composue xnli rnnge 
SOURCE. U S Depnrtrnenl of Edutdion, InsliMe of Educotion Sciences, Notiond Center for Edutotion Slolisliq Noti~d Assessmen1 of fducol~md Progress 
(NAEP), 2002 Wnling Assessment 

Sample "Skillful" Response 

"Skillful" persuasive responses attempted to persuade the'school librarian to reacquire a chosen 
book, developed those reasons in parts of the response, and provided some transitions (but not 
consistently) to connect reasons for the students' positions. This response exhibits these features, 
and also makes a direct address to the intended audience: "Think of the happiness you will bring 
to the kids . . . ." The "Skillful" or better rating was given to 17 percent of the responses to this task; 
these responses map at scale score 2 15. 
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Table 4.9 Percentage scored "Excellent" for persuasive writing task, by achievement level range, grade 4 2002 

I - ___I 1 i--iProfident I At Alhrmred 

34 

# Pertenloge rounds to zero 
I NAEPwnllng composite d e  rnnge. 
SOURCE U S Depnltmenl of Elurntion, InsliMe of fducntion Sciences, Nofionol Center for tducntton Stnttstio, Nofionol Psresment of Educolionol Progress 
(NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment 

Sample "Excellent" Response 

"Excellent" responses consistently developed clear, focused positions with wellchosen reasons and 
examples. In this response, the variety of sentences and precise word choices ("I am quite sorry for 
this inconvenience") increase the strength of the argument. The "Excellent" rating was given to 2 
percent of the responses to this task; such responses map at the scale score 255. 
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Grade 8 Sample Narrative Task and Student Responses 

President for a Day engaged students' imaginations by asking them to develop a 
story about waking up to find themselves President of the United States. Some 
students chose to present the experience as a dream, while others told the story as 
a real-life challenge. Responses to this task were rated according to the 6-level, 
grade 8 narrative scoring guide. 

Imagine that you wake up one morning to discover that you have 
become the President of the United States. Write a story about your 
first day as President. 
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Table 4.10 Percentage scored "Uneven" or better for narrative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 8 
2002 

Overall percentage 
"Uneven" or better 

! 
i ! 

94 I 100 1 100 
_ . . _ - _ ~ - . l  ... .. . . s 

NAEPmiling composite scale rungs. 
SOURCE: U.S. Ocportrnenl of tducntion, Instilute of Education Sciences, N d i o d  Center foI Education S l l l i a ,  Ndiond Arsessmenl of Educationd Progress 
(NAEP), 2002 Writing Anessment. 

Sample "Uneven" Response 

"Uneven" responses often identified actions they would perform as president, but listed them rather 
than developing them into a full story, as does the response shown here. The "Uneven" or better 
rating was given to 90 percent of the responses to this task. Such responses map at the scale score 
110. 
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Table 4.1 1 Percentage stored "Skillful" or better far narrative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 8 
2002 

At Proficient , At Advanced 1 1  173-223' i 224 or above' 
I 

"Sbiul" OT better 

91 

#Percentage rounds to zero. 

SOURCE: US. Deportment of Edutotion, Institute of Education Sdences, Notionol Center for Educotion Stotirtiu, Notiond Arressment of tducationol Rogress 
(NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment. 

NAEP wiling composite stole range. 

Sample "Skillful" Response 

"Skillful" responses provided more depth to the stories than "Uneven" responses by developing 
events and characters with detail. In the response shown below, the student developed some parts 
of the response, including the feeling of waking up as president in new surroundings. While there 
is some good sentence variety, there are also lapses in continuity caused by gaps in development 
of the remainder of the day and evening. The "Skillful" or better rating was given to 20 percent of 
the responses to this task and these responses map at the scale score 201. 
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Table 4.1 2 Percentage scored "Excellent" for narrative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 8 2002 

Overall percentage 1 B e h  Busk 
"Excellent" ,~ 113orbdow' 

I 5 
I 
CPercentooe rounds to zero. 

-l"--- -~ 
At Besic At Profideni AtAdvmced 

~ a - 1 7 2 '  1 173-223' , 224 or above' 

1 1  I 13 52 
I 

1 -i - - I_ - - 

N A t P d h g  composite scale ronge. 
SOURCE U.S. Deporfmenl of Education, Instilute of Education Sciences, Nationol Center for Education Slotistiq Notionol Arsessmenl of fduwlionol Progress 
(NAEP), 2002 Wiling Assessment. 

Sample "Excellent" Response 

"Excellent" responses provided detail and development across the response and exhibited sen- 
tence variety and specific word choices. The sample response shown below uses well-chosen 
descriptive detail to develop events that occur over the day, doing so with sentence variety and 
even some suspense, as when the security SWAT team bursts into the office. The "Excellent" rating 
was given to 5 percent of the responses to this task and these responses map at the scale score 
232. 
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Grade 8 Informative Task and Student Responses 

For Save a Book, students were asked to explain what book they would save by 
memorization if they lived in a society where reading was not allowed. Since any 
book could be chosen, a wide range of responses was acceptable. Responses to 
this task were rated according to the &level, grade 8 informative scoring guide. 

A novel written in the 1950’s describes a world where people are not 
allowed to read books. A small group of people who want to save 
books memorize them, so that the books won’t be forgotten. For 
example, an old man who has memorized the novel The Call of the 
Wild helps a young boy memorize it by reciting the story to him. In 
this way, the book is saved for the future. 

If you were told that you could save just one book for future genera- 
tions, which book would you choose? 

Write an essay in which you discuss which book you would choose to 
save for future generations and what it is about the book that makes it 
important to save. Be sure to discuss in detail why the book is impor- 
tant to you and why it would be important to future generations. 
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Table 4.1 3 Percentage scored "Uneven" or better for informative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 8 
2002 

I 
i' I_ . ... 

Basic I 1 At Profdent ' At Advunced 
I t  173-223l j 2240rabove~ 

88 I /  100 c 100 
j !  

I- i. . .  , 

I N A ~ P  writing composite xole range. 
SOURE U.S. Oepnriment of Education, InrfiMe of Education Sdences, Y i o n d  Center for tducotian Stnliirliq Notiaol Assessment of tdutationol Rogresr 
(NAEP), 2002 t i l i n g  Assessmen!. 

Sample "Uneven" Response 

"Uneven" responses to this task were disorganized, lacked development, or were marked by errors 
that sometimes interfered with understanding. The "Uneven" response shown below offers some 
information about the plot that makes the book exciting to the student, but suffers from a lack of 
development. The "Uneven" or better rating was given to 84 percent of the responses to this task; 
such responses map at scale score 1 17. 
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Table 4.14 Percentage scored "Skillful" or better for informative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 8: 
2002 

# Pertenloge rounds to zero. ' HAEPwrilmg rompmite stole range. 
SOURCE: US. Deportment of fducalion, Institute of Murotion Sciences, Notional Center for Education Stotisliq Notional Arrerrment of Edurotionol Rograt 
(NAEP), 2002 Wiling Assessment. 

Sample "Skillful" Response 

"Skillful" responses developed information with some details and clear organization, but had 
occasional lapses in continuity. The "Skillful" response shown below uses well-constructed sen- 
tences and good word choices to discuss the qualities of the book little Women. However, the 
response has lapses in continuity because the author does not support enough of her claims about 
the book's qualities with examples from the work itself. The "Skillful" or better rating was given to 
14 percent of the responses to this task and responses at this level map at the scale score 2 15. 
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Grade 8 Persuasive Task and Student Responses 

School Schedule required students to read a short newspaper article about the 
sleeping habits of adults and children, and how those habits ought to influence 
school schedules. Students were able to react to the article and use its content to 
frame their arguments. Students offered a range of positions, some arguing both 
for and against changing the school schedule, and discussed potential effects of a 
schedule change on in-school performance, participation in aher-school activities, 
and family life. Responses to this task were rated according to the 6-level, grade 8 
persuasive scoring guide. 

Imagine that the article shown below appeared in your local newspa- 
per. Read the article carefully, then write a letter to your principal 
arguing for or against the proposition that classes at your school 
should begin and end much later in the day. Be sure to give detailed 
reasons to support your argument and make it convincing. 

Studies Show Students 
Need To Sleep Late 
Night Owls Versus Early Birds 

The Journal o$ Medicine announced 
today the results of several recent studies 
on the sleep patterns of teenagers and 
adults. These studies show that adults 
and teenagers often have different kinds 
of sleep pattcrns because they are at 
different stages in the human growth 

The study on teenagers’ sleep 
patterns showed that changes in 
teenagers’ growth hormones are related 
to sleeping pattcrns. In general, 
teenagers’ energy levels are at their 
lowest in the morning, between 9 a.m. 
and 12 noon. To make the most of 
students’ attention span and ability to 
learn, the study showed that most 
teenagers need to stay up late at night 
and to sleep late in the morning. They 

cycle. 

called this pattern “the night owl 
syndrome.” 

Studies of adults (over 30 years of 
age) showed the opposite sleep pattern. 
On average, adults’ energy levels were at 
their lowest at night between 9 p.m. and 
12 midnight and at their highest between 
6 and 9 a.m. In addition, a study of 
adults of different ages revealed that as 
adults get older they scem to wake up 
earlier in the morning. Thus, adults need 
to go to sleep earlier in the evening. 
Researchers called this sleep pattern “the 
early bird syndrome.” 

Researchers claim that these studies 
should be reviewed by all school 
systems and appropriate changes should 
be made to the daily school schedule. 

- -.” 
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Table 4.16 Percentage scored "Uneven" or better for persuasive writing task, by achievement level range, grade 8: 
2002 

I NAEPwiting composile xale range. 
SOURCk U.S. Department of Edutntion, Instihila of Educotion Sdences, Notional Center for tducatirm Slatfirfin, Nnliand Assessmenl of tducatirmnl Progress 
(NAEP], 2002 Writing Asrerrmenl. 

Sample "Uneven" Response 

'!Uneven" responses took a clear position about changing the school schedule, but offered unclear 
or undeveloped support. Further, they often had difficulties with sentence boundary control. The 
"Uneven" response shown below does make a few clear points in support of a position, but none 
of those points are sufficiently developed. The "Uneven" or better rating was given to 85 percent of 
the responses to this task. These responses map at the scale score 1 19. 
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Table 4.1 7 Percentage scored "Skillful" or better for persuasive writing task, by achievement level range, grade 8 
2002 

#Penentoga rounds to zero. 
I NAtP wiling composite d s  rungs. 
SOURCL. US. Deportment of Education, InrfiMs of Education Sciences, Nofionol (enler for Educofion Stofistiq NatiMol Arrermmt of Educoliond Rogrerr 
(NAEPI, 2002 Writing Assesrmenl. 

Sample "Skillful" Response 

"Skillful" responses offered clear positions supported with reasons and examples in parts of the 
response. The following sample response does develop the arguments and i s  reasonably orga- 
nized; however, transitions between ideas and arguments are not always present, and sentence 
structure and word choice are relatively unvaried. As with many upper-level responses, rhetorical 
questions are addressed to the audience (e.g., "What happens when we get older?"). The "Skill- 
ful" or better rating was given to 18 percent of the responses to this task and such responses map 
at the scale score 205. 
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Table 4.18 Percentage scored "Excellent" for persuasive writing task, by achievement level range, grade 8: 2002 

I 

8, Pertentogs rounds to zero. 
I N A t P d i g  composite stole range. 
SOURCE. U.S Deportment of fdutation, InsIiMs of Edutotion Sciences, Nafionol Center for fdutation Stafirlics, Notionol Assessment of fdutoliond Progress 
(NAEP), 2002 writing Assessment. 

LIP 

Sample "Excellent" Response 

"Excellent" responses, apart from being consistently well developed and organized, sometimes 
used a variety of persuasive techniques to convince the reader. For example, the "Excellent" re- 
sponse shown below addresses potential counterarguments. The response is  notable for its fo- 
cused, well-organized development of an argument about tired teachers. The "Excellent" rating 
was given to 3 percent of the responses to this task. These responses map at the scale score 241. 
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Grade 12 Sample Narrative Task and Student Responses 

Toll Tale offered an example of a familiar form of American folk literature to en- 
gage twelfthgrade student writers, and asked students to create their own tall 
tales. The task evoked a wide range of responses, from imaginative feats of strength 
to saving entire towns from natural disaster. Responses to this task were rated 
according to the 6-level grade 12 narrative scoring guide. 

A tall tale is a type of story that uses exaggeration to solve a real-life 
problem. As the story progresses, the main character demonstrates super- 
human abilities to overcome ordinary obstacles. The story shown below is 
an example of a tall tale. 

A Flood and Drought Tale 

It had been raining without a break for four days. The roads were 
flooded, power outages were common, and dry basements had become a 
thing of the past. At the same time, a drought on the other side of the 
country was responsible for dangerously low reservoir levels, thirsty cattle, 
and parched fields. 

Victor, a young man who lived in one of the flooded towns, was very 
unhappy about the continuing bad weather. Not only had he spent the last 
two days bailing water from his family’s basement, but he was due to miss 
out on a camping trip, originally planned for the upcoming weekend, that 
he and his friends had been excitedly anticipating. 

stood with the rain pelting down on him, he grew until he stood a mile 
high. Standing up above the rain clouds, he took the rope from his back 
pocket. The rope was now hundreds of yards long and Victor used it to 
lasso the rain clouds. Holding the clouds in the rope, he walked across the 
country taking fifty-mile steps. He untied the clouds over the drought- 
stricken land and a heavy rain began to fall there. Then he walked back to 
his house in his town where the sun was now shining, shrank back down 
to his regular size, and went inside to pack for the camping trip. 

Imagine that you will participate in a “tall-tale writing contest” at your 
school. Write your own tall tale. You can write about yourself, someone 
you know, or someone you imagine. Be sure to give your main character 
whatever superhuman abilities are necessary to save the day. 

Victor put a small rope in his back pocket and walked outside. As he 
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Table 4.19 Percentage scored "Uneven" or better for narrative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 12: 
2002 

*** Sample i re  is insufficient to permit o reliable estimate. 
1 HA@ wiling composite rtde rongs. 
SOURCE US. Depolfment of Education, lnslitule of Education Sciences, Notional Center for Education Stolistirr, National Assessmml of Educationol Rogrers 
INAEPI, 2002 Writing Assessment. 

Sample "Uneven" Response 

"Uneven" responses told stories that were clear in parts, while other parts were unfocused or 
minimally developed. Clarity in some responses was affected by disjointed organization, uneven 
control over sentence boundaries or structure, or errors in grammar. The sample included here does 
attempt to tell a story, but has large gaps in development that make the response unclear. The 
"Uneven" or better rating was given to 94 percent of the responses to this task. Such responses map 
at the scale score 86. 
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Table 4.21 Percentage scored "Excellent" for narrative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 12: 2002 

# Perrentoge rounds to zero. 
*'* Snmple he is insufficient to permit o reliahle estimots. ' NAfPmiting composite stole ronge. 
SOURCE U.S. Depnrlment of Edutotion, lnsfiute of fducation kientes, Naliond Center for Education Statisticr, Nnliond Assessment of Edutofionol Progress 
(NAfP), 2002 Wriling Assessment. 

Sample "Excellent" Response 

"Excellent" responses consistently used wellchosen details and integrated narrative elements into 
their stories. This sample response tells a compact, smooth story with very effective details, consis- 
tent variety in sentence structure, and good word choices that develop Maury's character (e.g., 
"Pingl' Maury cried out with glee . . ."). The "Excellent" rating was given to 6 percent of the 
responses to this task. Such responses map at the scale score 243. 
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Grade 12 Sample Informative Task and Student Responses 

Save a Book was previously discussed for grade 8 informative writing. Like eighth- 
graders, twelfth-grade writers responded well to this task, writing about books 
ranging from classics such as Homer’s Iliad to popular favorites and even the 
occasional history textbook. Upper-level responses sometimes used the task as a 
springboard to make observations about social issues. Responses to this task were 
rated according to the 6-leve1, grade1 2 informative scoring guide. 

A novel written in the 1950’s describes a world where people are not 
allowed to read books. A small group of people who want to save 
books memorize them, so that the books won’t be forgotten. For 
example, an old man who has memorized the novel The Call of the 
Wild helps a young boy memorize it by reciting the story to him. In 
this way, the book is saved for the future. 

If you were told that you could save just one book for future genera- 
tions, which book would you choose? 

Write an essay in which you discuss which book you would choose to 
save for future generations and what it is about the book that makes it 
important to save. Be sure to discuss in detail why the book is impor- 
tant to you and why it would be important to future generations. 
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Table 4.22 Percentage scored "Uneven" or better for informative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 12: 
2002 

I I -- --- - * 

AtPkkient ' AtAhranced 
178-229' / 230 or above' 

99 j *** 

*** Somple die is insufficient to permit o reliohle estimote. 
I NAEP writing romporits stole ronge. 
SOURCL US. Deportment of Education, Institute of Educotion Sciences, Notionol Center for Education Stotistirr, Notionol Assessment of lducationol Rogresr 
(NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment. 

Sample "Uneven" Response 

"Uneven" responses often presented quite limited information about books chosen for discussion. 
The response below presents a very brief description and a series of unsupported abstractions 
about To Kill a Mockingbird. Some statements seem unrelated, making the response disiointed. The 
"Uneven" or better rating was given to 82 percent of the responses to this task. These responses 
map at the scale score 1 16. 



Table 4.23 Percentage scored “Skillful” or better for informative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 12: 
2002 

I I 
.%- 

At Proficient ; AtAdvonced 1 178-229‘ I 230 or above’ 

I 1 ~ ~ ~ ’ ~ ~  *** ! 
46 

L-- _ _ -  -- 

I Pertentoge rounds to zero. 
*’* Inmple me IS wffioerd to prmut o relldble estunota. 
I “Pwntmg tompodte scale conge 
SOURCE. U.5 Deportment of tducntion, lndiMe of Edumtion Saentes, Notionol Center for Mutation Stottrlits, Nnhonol hssmenl of tdurationd Progress 
(NAEP), 2002 Wnlmg Arrerrment 

Sample ”Skillful” Response 

”Skillful” responses often included extensive information and organized the information quite well, 
with occasional lapse in continuity. The sample response shown below develops a focused discus- 
sion about TheJoy luck Club using many pertinent details about the book. The few errors do not 
interfere with understanding; however, occasionally awkward sentence structure and a bit of rep- 
etition about the importance of experience weaken the response. The ”Skillful” or better rating was 
given to 17 percent of the responses to this task and such responses map at the scale score 21 1. 
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Table 4.24 Percentage scored "Excellent" far informative writing task, by achievement level range, grade 12: 2002 

*** 
L-d 1.- -. ' 

# Percentoge rounds to zero. 
'** Smnple size is imuffident to permil a reOoble estimate. 
I NAEPwiling composite stole range. 
SOURCf: U.S. Deportment of Education, Institute of Education Sdences, National Center for Education Slatistiq Nalionol Assessment of Educational Progress 
(NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment. 

Sample "Excellent" Response 

"Excellent" responses were well developed throughout with sentence variety and good word choice. 
The "Excellent" response shown below, about Herman Hesse's Demion, is well developed and has 
strong transitions. Wellchosen details and precise word choices support a sustained controlling 
idea: that teens can learn from the main character's coming of age. The "Excellent" rating was 
given to 4 percent of the responses to this task. "Excellent" responses map at the scale score 255. 
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Grade 12 Sample Persuasive Task and Student Responses 

Persuasive: Heroes 

For this task, students are required to make an argument about who they think are 
the true heroes of our society. The task frames the topic in terms of media focus on 
celebrities versus the average person. Many students chose to discuss everyday 
people who perform heroic acts, whether family or community members or firefighters 
and police officers. Responses to this task were rated according to the 6-level, 
grade1 2 persuasive scoring guide. 

Who are our heroes? The media attention given to celebrities suggests 
that these people are today's heroes. Yet ordinary people perform 
extraordinary acts of courage every day that go virtually unnoticed. 
Are these people the real heroes? 

Write an essay in which you define heroism and argue who you think 
our heroes really are-mass-media stars, ordinary people, or maybe 
both. Be sure to use examples of specific celebrities, other people you 
have heard or read about, or people from your own community to 
support your position. 

Table 4.25 Percentage scored "Uneven" or better for persuasive writing task, by achievement level range, grade 1 2  
2002 

~~~ "Uneven" or better 121 or below' ~ i " " "  122-177' i 178-229' ~ / ! 230 At Advanced or above' 

*** : 100 
. . 

'*.Sample he is  insufficient 10 permil o reliohle eslimote. 
I HAfPmiling composite sole ronge. 
SOURCE: US. Deportment of fducotion, lnslitute of fducotion Sciences, Notionol Center for fducotion Stolistirs, Notional Assessment of fducotionol Progress 
(NAEP), 2002 Wing  Assessment. 

Sample "Uneven" Response 

"Uneven" responses took a clear position and offered support; but, that support was often lacking 
in development. This response also has some typical "Uneven" grammatical errors, inaccurate 
word choices, and some minor difficulties with sentence structure that occasionally interfere with 
understanding. The "Uneven" or better rating was given to 88 percent of the responses to this task 
and these responses map at the scale score 108. 
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Table.4.26 Percentage scored "Skillful" or better for persuasive writing task, by achievement level range, grade 12: 
2002 

1 '  i/ 1 i /  24 1 75 j *** 
1 1 - u  -__.__-__ .. A 
*" Sample size is insufficient to permit o relinbls ntimde. ' NAEPwriting composite Yale rove. 
SOUR(k US. Deportmenl of Educdion, lnrtitule of Edutotion kiences, Notional (enter for Educoiim Slotirtia, Ndionol Asserrment of Edudurotiond Rogrnr 
(NAEP), 2002 Wiling Arreament. 

Sample "Skillful" Response 

"Skillful" responses took clear positions and supported them with reasons or examples in parts of 
the response. The response shown below supports a clear position with pertinent examples (such 
as the friend's grandmother) in much of the response. The paper i s  well organized overall, but does 
not consistently exhibit well-executed sentence variety or good word choices. The "Skillful" or 
better rating was given to 3 1 percent of the responses to this task. "Skillful" responses map at the 
scale score 187. 
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Table 4.27 Percentage scored "Excellent" for persuasive writing task, by achievement level range, grade 1 2  2002 

# Percentage rounds to zero. 
*** Sample size is imufficienl to permil o relinble ntimote. 

SOURCE US. Deportment of Edurotion, Institute of Edutolion Sciences, Nolionol Cenler for tdutotion Stotbtics, Nolionol Assersmenl of Edutotionol Rogrns 
(NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment. 

NAEPmiting romposite srole ronge. 

Sample "Excellent" Response 

"Excellent" responses offered consistent support for their positions in the form of well-chosen rea- 
sons and examples. In the sample response below, the writer uses the strategy of question/answer 
to advance and maintain the focus of his or her argument (e.g., "So, what about the sports stars we 
call heroes?"). The response is also outstanding in its consistent variety in sentence structure and 
precise word choices. The "Excellent" rating was given to 9 percent of the responses to this task. 
"Excellent" responses map at the scale score 231. 
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Maps of Selected Tasks 
on the NAEP Writing Scale- 
Grades 4,8, and 12 
One way to interpret the meaning of the 0- 
300 writing scalc is to show how studcnts at 
different points on the writing scale are 
likcly to pcrform on sclcctcd writing tasks. 
For thc previously discusscd tasks, thc itcm 
maps on tlic following pagcs show thc point 
on thc writing scalc at which studcnts arc 
likely to attain a particular rating on the 6- 
lcvcl scoring guidc (scorcs for thc “Unsatis- 
factory” level are not mapped). The cut 
scores for A d t m c e d ,  Pr@cieent, and Bmic 
shown on the left side of each map indicate 
where students who receive a particular 
rating are likely to fall in rclation to thc 
three achievement levels. 

An example of how the item maps 
present information may be helphl. Figure 
4.1 shows thc item map for three fourth- 

, grade tasks. For thc narrativc task Untlsual 
Dq, those with writing scores at or above 
202 on thc scalc werc likcly to writc rc- 
spoiiscs that wcrc ratcd “Skillful” or bctter. 
For thc informativc task Lttncbtime, thosc 
with writing scorcs at or abovc 216 wcrc 
likely to write responses that were rated 
“Skillful” or bettcr. 

For each writing task indicated on the 
map, studcnts who scored above a given 
scale point had a higher probability of 
receiving that rating or higher, while stu- 
dents who scorcd below that scale point had 
a lowcr probability of doing so. The map 
indicates thc point at which at least 65 
percent of students were likely to have the 
indicatcd rating for a given task. Although 
students above a given scale point for a 
given task had a higher probability of 
rccciving a higher rating for that task, it 
does not mean that every student at or 
abovc that point always rcccivcd a higher 
rating, nor does it mcan that studcnts bclow 
that point always reccivcd a lowcr rating. 
The item maps arc useful indicators of 
higher or lower probabilities of responding 
to a task at a higher or lower level depend- 
ing on students’ overall ability as measured 
by the “3’ scale. 

For each purpose for writing (narrative, 
informative, or persuasive), the item maps 
on thc following pagcs provide the sclection 
of tasks discussed earlier in this chapter, 
along with a brief description of each task, 
mapped at the point at which students are 
considered to have the skill to write a 
response of thc iiidicatcd quality. Figures 
4.1 through 4.3 present item maps for 
gradcs 4, 8, and 12 rcspcctivcly. 
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Figure 4.1 Map of selected writing tasks on the NAEP writing scale, by purpose for writing, grade 4: 2002 
This map describes the knowledge or skill associated with answering individual writing tasks. The map identifies the point at which students had 
a higher probability of writing a response of the indicated quality.1 
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SOURCE: U.S. Deportment of tdutotion, lnslilute of Edutotion Stientes, Notional [enter for Education Stotistitr, Notional Assessment of tduotionol Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment. 
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Figure 4.2 Map of selected writing tasks on the NAEP writing scale, by purpose for writing, grade 8 2002 
This map describes the knowledge or skill associated with answering individual writing tasks. The map identifies the score point at which 
students had a higher probability of writing a response of the indicated quality.' 
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Appendix A 
Overview of Procedures Used for the 
NAEP 2002 Writing Assessment 

This appendm provides an overview of the NAEP 2002 
writing assessment's primary components-framework, 
development, admmistration, scoring, and analysis. A more 
extensive review of the procedures and methods used in the 
writing assessment wdl be included in the NAEP 2002 
technical documentation section of the NAEP web site 
(http: //nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard). 

The NAEP Writing Assessment 
The NAEP 2002 writing assessment is based on the 1998 
writing assessment framework.' The framework's purpose is 
to provide, based on the expert opinions of writing 
educators and researchers, a defmition of writing upon which 
the NAEP writing assessment can be based. The framework 
development process involved the critical input of hundreds 
of individuals across the country, including representatives 
of national education organizations, teachers, parents, 
policymakers, business leaders, and the interested general 
public. The process was managed by the Center for Research 
on Evaluation, Standards, and Student Testing (CmSST) for 
the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB), and the 
exercise specifications were developed under contract by 
American College Testing (ACT) for NAGB. 

' National Assess~iietit Governing Board. (2002). Wtitiig 17iamtworkjr the 1998 National 
Assewncnt ./ Edwrationnl Progress. Waslungtoti, DC: .4Udlor. 
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The writing framework delineates six 
major objcctivcs to orgaiiizc thc design of 
the assessment. 

Studcnts should write for three major 
purposcs: narrativc, informativc, and 
persuasive. While other types of writing 
could havc been included, the developers 
of the framework believed that, for the 
purpose of monitoring student achieve- 
mcnt (as opposcd to crcating individual 
diagnostic assessments), three broad 
typcs of writing were appropriate. 

Studcnts should be able to write on a 
variety of tasks (letters, essays, stories, 
rcports) and for diffcrent i 'u  d' icnccs 
(peers, school or governmcnt officials, 
business representatives). 

Studcnt writing should bc promptcd by a 
variety of stimulus matcrials (lcttcrs, 
pocms, graphics, rcports) undcr varying 
timc constraints. 

Beciiuse writing is a dynamic process 
through which the writer constructs 
meaning, studcnts should dcvclop thcir 
own writing processes, including methods 
for drafting, cvaluating, rcvising, and 
cditing ideas and forms of exprcssion. 
Students arc to bc given planning space in 
thc test matcrials to gcnerate idcas for 
drafts. In addition, they are given a 
pamphlct with suggcstions for planning, 
revising, and editing. All NAEP student 
responses, given assessment time con- 
straints, are to be cvaluated as first drafts. 

Students should display effective choices 
in thc organization of thcir writing. 
Further, they should be able to illustrate 
and claborate thcir idcas and should use 
appropriate convcntions of English. All 
of thesc characteristics arc to bc part of 
the evaluation of studcnt writing. 

Students should d u e  writing as a com- 
municative activity. 

Figure A.1 givcs examples of various 
writing tasks similar to those included in the 
assessment at grades 4, 8, and 12. Included 
in the figure are descriptions of sample 
tasks that illustrate how each purpose for 
writing is asscssed. 
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Figure A.l Illustrative examples of writing tasks, by purpose for writing, grades 4,8, and 12 

Grade 8 Grade 12 I 

Narrative 

Informative 

Persuasive 

Provide visual stimuli of a 
season of the year. Ask 
students to write a letter to a 
grandparent telling the story 
of  on interesting personal 
experience related to the 
season. 

Provide an appropriate 
quotation. Ask students to 
explain in an essay to their 
English teacher how a person 
(parent, teacher, friend) has 
influenced them in an 
important way. 

Provide visual stimuli of on 
animal. Ask students to 
convince their parents/ 
guardians of an onimal that 
would make the best pet. 

Provide visual stimuli. Ask 
students to write an article 
for a sports magazine telling 
the story of a time when they 
participated in a hobby or 
skill they enjoyed. 

Provide a series of brief 
iournal entries from another 
historical time. Ask students 
to explain what is revealed 
about the person who wrote 
the entries. 

Provide brief reviews, as 
models, of a film, lV 
program, or book. Ask 
students to write a review 
for the school newspaper 
that will convince other 
students to watch a favorite 
film or TV program or read 
a favorite book. 

Provide on appropriate 
quototion. Ask students to 
write a letter to a friend 
telling the story of a time in 
their lives when they had to 
make an important decision. 

Provide quotations from 
a political campaign. Ask 
students to choose one and 
in an essay inform their 
social studies teacher what 
it means in the context of 
the campaign. 

Provide a quotation on 
education in the United 
States. Ask students to write 
o letter to the editor of their 
local newspaper taking a 
position on some aspect of 
education and support it from 
their own experiences. 

SOURtL Notiond Asressment Governing Board. Writing Framework and Spccifimlions for the 1998 National Assessment of fdututional hojresr Washington, DC: Author. 

In addition to the six objectives, the 
framcwork spccifics thc pcrccntagc of thc 
writing tasks in the assessment that should 
be devoted to each of the three writing 
purposcs-narrativc, informativc, and 
persuasive. The actual percenvdge distribu- 
tions of writing tasks in the assessment arc 
listcd in tablc 1.1 of chapter 1. The table 

shows the number of tasks at each grade 
lcvel for cach purpose. Each task rcccivcd 
equal weight in the composition of the 
N M P  scale for each grade. Thcse target 
perccntagcs vary by gradc lcvcl according to 
what is deemed developmentally appropri- 
ate for cach grade, as stated in the writing 
framcwork. 
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The Assessment Design 
Each studcnt who participatcd in thc 
writing assessmcnt rcceivcd a booklct 
containing two 25-minutc writing tasks. 
All studcnt rcsponses to thc writing tasks 
were rated according to a six-level scoring 
guide. In addition, thc test booklcts con- 
tained general background questions and 
writing-specific background questions. 

Thc assessment dcsign allowcd for 
maximum coverage of the writing domain 
at cach gradc, while minimizing thc timc 
burden for any one student. This was 
accomplished through the use of matrix 
sampling of tasks, in which each studcnt 
was gven only 2 of the 20 tasks at each 
gradc Icvcl. Reprcscntativc samplcs of 
students rcspondcd to each task, so that the 
aggrcgatc rcsults across thc cntirc asscss- 
mcnt allow broad reporting of writing 
abilities for the targeted population. 

In addition to matrix sampling, thc 
assessmcnt dcsign utilizcd a proccdurc for 
distributing blocks across booklcts that 
controllcd for position and contcxt cffccts. 
Students received different blocks of tasks 
in thcir booklcts according to a procedure 
called “partially balanced incomplete block 
(PBIB) spiraling.” The procedure assigned 
blocks of questions in a manner that bal- 
anced the positioning of blocks across 
booklcts and balanccd the pairing of blocks 
within booklets according to purposes for 
writing. Blocks wcrc bdanced within cach 
purpose for writing and wcrc partially 
balanccd across purposcs for writing. (The 
spiraling aspcct of this proccdurc cyclcs thc 
booklcts for administration so that, typically, 
only a fcw studcnts in any asscssmcnt 
session receivc the same booklets.) 

In addition to the student assessment 
booklcts, thrcc other instruments providcd 
data relating to the assessment-a teacher 
qucstionnaire, a school qucstionnaire, and a 
students with disabilitics/limitcd English 
proficicnt studcnt (SD/LEP) qucstionnairc. 
Thc SD/LEP qucstionnairc was complctcd 
by a school staff member knowledgeable 
about those studcnts who wcrc sclccted to 
participate in the assessment and who were 
identified as having an Individualized 
Education Program (IEP) or equivalcnt plan 
or being limited English proficient (LEP). 
-4n SD/LEP qucstionnairc was complctcd 
for each idcntificd studcnt rcgardlcss of 
whcthcr thc studcnt participatcd in thc 
assessment. Each SD/LEP qucstionnairc 
asked about the student and the special 
programs in which hc or shc participatcd. 

NAEP Samples 
National Sample 
The national rcsults prcscntcd in this report 
arc bascd on nationally rcprcscntativc 
probability samplcs of fourth-, cighth-, a i d  
twclfth-gradc studcnts. At  gradcs 4 and 8, 
the national sample consisted of the com- 
bincd samplc of studcnts asscssed in cach 
participating state, plus in additional sample 
from the states that did not participate in 
the state assessment, as well as a private 
school samplc. This represcnts a change 
from thc 1998 asscssmcnt in which the 
national and state samples were indepen- 
dent. At gradc 12, thc samplc w a s  choscn 
using a stratified two-stagc dcsign that 
involvcd sampling studcnts from sclectcd 
schools (public and nonpublic) across thc 
country. 
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Each selected school that participated in 
the assessment and cach student asscsscd 
represents a portion of the population of 
intcrcst. Sampling wcights arc necdcd to 
make valid infcrcnccs betwecn the student 
samplcs and thc rcspcctivc populations 
from which tlicy wcrc drawn. Sampling 
weights account for disproportionate 
rcprescntation of students from diffcrcnt 
states, and students who attend nonpublic 
schools. Sampling weights also account for 
lowcr sampling ratcs for vcry small schools 
and are used to adjust for school and 
studcnt nonrcsponsc.2 

Table A.1 provides a summary of the 
2002 national school and student participa- 
tion ratcs for the writing asscsstncnt Sampk. 
Participation rates are presented for public 
and nonpublic schools both individually and 
combincd. Four diffcrcnt ratcs are prc- 
scntcd; thc first ratc is a student-centcrcd 
wcightcd pcrccntagc of schools participat- 
ing in the assessment before substitution of 
dcmographically similar  school^.^ This ratc 
is based only on the schools that wcrc 
initially selected for the assessment. The 
numerator of this rate is the estimated 
number of students represented by the 
initially sclcctcd schools that participatcd in 
the assessment. The denominator is the 
cstimatcd number of studcnts rcprcscntcd 
by thc initially selcctcd schools that had 
cligiblc studcnts cnrollcd. 

Thc sccond school participation ratc is a 
studcnt-ccntcrcd wcightcd participation mtc 
aftcr substitution. Thc numerator of this 
ratc is thc cstimatcd numbcr of studcnts 

rcprcsented by the participating schools, 
whethcr originally sclcctcd or sclcctcd as a 
substitute for a school that chose not to 
participatc. The dcnominator is thc csti- 
matcd number of students rcprcsented by 
thc initially sclccted schools that had cligible 
studcnts cnrollcd (this is thc samc as that for 
the weighted participation rate for the 
sample of schools beforc substitution). 
Because of the common denominators, the 
weighted participation rate after substitution 
is at least as grcat as thc wcightcd participa- 
tion rate before substitution. 

The third school participation rate is a 
school-centered wcightcd percentage of 
schools participating in the assessment, 
bcforc substitution of dcmographically 
similar schools. This rate is based only on 
thc schools that wcrc initially sclcctcd for 
the asscssmcnt. Thc numcrator of this ratc 
is thc cstimated numbcr of schools rcprc- 
sentcd by thc initially sclcctcd schools that 
participated in the assessment. The denomi- 
nator is thc cstimatcd numbcr of schools 
represented by the initially selected schools 
that had eligible students enrolled. 

Thc fourth school participation ratc is a 
school-centered weighted participation rate 
after substitution. Thc numcrator is the 
estimated number of schools represented by 
the participating schools, whether originally 
sclccted or sclccted as a substitutc for a 
school that did not participate. The denomi- 
nator is thc estimatcd numbcr of schools, 
rcprcscntcd by thc initially sclcctcd schools 
that had cligible studcnts cnrollcd. 

* Additiorial detds regardmg tlie design and structure of tlie national wd state samples wdl be included in tlle 
teclnlical documentation section of the NhEP web site at http://nces.ed.gov/Ilatiolisreportcard. 

l h e  initial base sampling weights were used hi weighting the percentages of participating schools and students. An 
attempt was made to preselect one substitute school for each sampled public school and one for each sampled 
Catholic school, and one for each sampled noupublic scliool other tlian Catholic. To t x ~ i l i z e  bias, 3 substitute 
scliool resembled the original selection as much as possible in affiliation, type of location, estimated number of 
grade-eligible students, asid uinority composition. 



The student-centered and school-cen- 
tcrcd school participation rates differ if 
school participation is associated with the 
size of the school. If the student-centered 
ratc is highcr than thc school-centered ratc, 
this indicates that larger schools participated 
at a higher ratc than smaller schools. The 
converse applies also. 

Also presented in table A.l are weighted 
studcnt participation ratcs. The numerator 
of this rate is the estimated number of 
students who arc rcprcscnted by the stu- 
dents assessed (in either an initial session or 
a makeup session). The denominator of this 

rate is the estimated number of students 
rcprcscntcd by the eligible sampled stu- 
dents in participating schools. 

For the grade 12 national sample, where 
school and student rcsponsc rates did not 
meet NCES standards, an extensive analysis 
was conductcd that examined, among other 
factors, the potential for nonrcsponse bias at 
both the school and student level. Results 
of these analyscs, as wcll as nonresponse 
bias analyses for the grades 4 and 8 national 
samples, will be includcd in the technical 
documentation. 

Table A.l National school and student participation rates, by type of school, grades 4,8, and 12: 2 0 0 2  

School PartitiPation 
Student weighted 

Percentage Percentage 
before after 

substitution substitution 

Combined nationol 

Public 

Nonpublic 

84 85 
85 85 
74 81 

Combined nalional 

Public 

Nonpublic 

82 83 
83 84 
68 76 

Combined national 

Public 

Nonpublic 

74 75 
76 76 
55 59 

School weighted 

Percentage Percentoge 
before after 

substitution substitution 

80 83 
84 85 
69 77 

74 78 
80 81 
65 74 

68 71 
73 74 
53 60 

Number of 
schools 

participating ahei 
substitution 

5,518 
5,067 

451 

4,706 
4,208 

498 

725 
443 
282 

Student participation I 

Student 
weighted 

percentage 

94 
94 
95 

92 
91 
95 

74 
72 
88 

Number of 
students 
assessed 

139) 98 
132,753 

5,383 

118,516 
11 2,485 

5,499 

18,532 
14,291 
4,241 

lhin Ihe US. nnd Bureau of Indian Affoirr NOTt: f i e  number of students in Ihe combined nolimol lolol of gmder 4 and 8 indudes studenis in the Department of Defense domertii schools locdei 
h w l r  thot me not included pf pmi of either the public or nonpubiic totok. 
SOURCE: U.S. Deportment of tducotion, InrliMe of Education kinces, Nolimd Center for Educutim Slolistio, Notional Arraunenl of EducPtiond Progress INAfP), 2002 Wiling bsesunenl. 
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State Samples 
Thc rcsults providcd in this rcport of tlic 
2002 state assessment in writing arc based 
on state-lcvcl samples of fourth- and 
cighth-gmdc public-school studcnts. Thc 
samplcs wcre sclccted using a two-stage 
samplc dcsign that first sclccted schools 
within participating states and other jurisdic- 
tions and then studcnts within schools. Thc 
samples wcre weighted to allow valid 

inferences about the populations of interest. 
Participation ratcs for jurisdictions wcrc 
calculated the same way that rates were 
computed for thc nation. Tables A.2 and 
A.3 contain tlic number of participating 
schools and students, as wcll as wcightcd 
school and student participation ratcs 
for the state samples at grades 4 and 8 
respcctivcly. 
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Table A.2 School and student participation rates, grade 4 public schools: By state, 2002 

Student weighted Number of 

before ofter noriicioatino after 
Pertentage Percentage sthooh Student Number of 

weiohted students Before After . . . "  
substitution substitution substitution I pertentage assessed I substitution substitution 

Nation (Public) 
Alabama 
Arizono 

Arkansos 
Californio * 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

flarida 
Geargio 
Howoii 
Idaho 

Illinois * 
lndiano 

low0 * 
Konsos * 

Kentucky 
Louisiano 

Moine 
Maryland 

Mossachusetts 
Michigon 

Minnesoto 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Mantono * 
Nebraska 

Nevodo 
New Mexico 

New Yark * 
North Corolino 
North Dakoto * 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvonio 
Rhode Island 

South Corolino 

Texas 
Utoh 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington * 
West Virginio 

Wisconsin * 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
District of Calumbio 

DDESS I 
DoODS 
Guam 

Virgin lslonds 

Tennessee * 

85 
84 
91 
99 
72 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
87 
57 
99 
77 
73 
96 
99 
88 
100 
100 
98 
77 
95 
94 
75 
95 
100 
93 
'77 
100 
82 
95 
99 
85 

100 
100 
99 
78 
89 

100 
90 

100 
75 
99 
55 

100 

100 
99 
99 
100 
100 

85 
96 
91 
99 
72 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
87 
57 
99 
77 
73 
96 
99 
88 

100 
100 
99 
77 
95 

100 
75 
95 

100 
93 
71 

100 
82 
95 
99 
88 
100 
100 
99 
78 
89 

100 
90 

100 
75 
99 
55 

100 

100 
99 
99 

100 
100 

5,067 
108 
105 
107 
143 
108 
86 
103 
152 
1 1 1  
98 

1 I7 
112 
86 
84 
106 
116 
98 
105 
1 1 1  
110 
84 
104 
113 
77 
87 
113 
104 
90 
113 
158 
107 
132 
100 
114 
113 
105 
91 
139 
1 1 1  
106 
109 
85 
135 
63 
160 

117 
39 
91 
25 
24 

94 132,753 
95 3,575 
91 3,073 
94 2,719 
95 3,979 
95 3,174 
94 3,950 
95 3,210 
95 4,852 
96 3,602 
95 2,722 
93 3,053 
94 3,398 
95 1,948 
96 1,900 
96 3,219 
96 3,270 
94 1,937 
93 2,791 
95 3,141 
92 2,970 
95 2,574 
95 2,985 
94 2,963 
95 1,332 
96 1,497 
93 3,474 
94 2,348 
91 2,370 
94 3,366 
96 2,368 
93 2,688 
95 3,327 
94 2,614 
94 3,336 
94 3,467 
95 2,406 
96 2,930 
95 3,609 
94 3,645 
95 1,663 
95 3,115 
95 2,423 
96 2,462 
95 1,427 
95 2,704 

90 2,553 
96 1,299 
95 2,850 
96 1,191 
95 707 

80 80 
80 92 
83 83 
93 93 
68 68 
95 95 
94 94 
95 95 
95 95 
96 96 
82 82 
53 53 
93 93 
73 73 
70 70 
92 92 
95 95 
83 83 
93 93 
95 95 
90 91 
73 74 
90 90 
89 94 
71 71 
91 91 
93 93 
87 87 
70 70 
94 94 
79 79 
89 89 
94 94 
80 83 
94 94 
94 94 
94 94 
75 75 
84 84 
94 94 
85 85 
95 95 
71 71 
95 95 
52 52 
95 95 

90 90 
95 95 
94 94 
96 96 
95 95 

* Indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet one or mms of Ihe guidelines for school participation in 2002. 
I Deportment of Defense Domestic Dependenl Bernenlary and Secondary Sthook 

SOUNL U.S. Departmenl of fducation, Instilute of Education Sciences, Nationd Center for fducotion Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NMP), MO2 writing Assessment. 
Department of Defenrs Dependents Schools (Ovenear). 



Table A.3 School and student participation rates, grade 8 public schools: By state, 2002 

Notion (Public) 
Alobomo 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
Californio + 

Connecticut 
Delowore 

Florido 
Georgia 
Howoii 
ldoho 

Illinois + 
Indiono 
Kansas * 

Kentucky 
Louisiono 

Maine 
Morylond 

Mossoc husetts 
Michigon 

Minnesoto # 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana + 
Nebrosko 

Nevodo 
New Mexico 

New York + 
North Carolina 
North Dakoto + 

Ohio 
Oklohomo 

Oregon + 
Pennsylvonio 
Rhode Island 

South Corolino 

Texos 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington + 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin + 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
Americon Somoo 

District of Columbio 
DDESS 
DODOS 
Guam 

Virgin lslonds 

Tennessee + 

School participation 

Pertentone. Pertentone schools 
Student weighted Number of 

before- 
substitution 

83 
80 
93 
99 
71 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
86 
56 
98 
72 
96 
98 
94 
93 
98 
98 
66 
94 
92 
76 
99 

100 
93 
71 

100 
77 
96 

100 
78 

100 
100 
97 
74 
92 

100 
91 

100 
74 
92 
66 

100 

100 
100 
99 
99 

100 
100 

ofter 
substitution 

84 
93 
93 
99 
71 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
86 
56 
98 
72 
96 
98 
94 
93 
98 
98 
66 
94 
96 
76 
99 

100 
93 
71 

100 
77 
96 

100 
78 

100 
100 
97 
74 
92 

100 
91 

100 
74 
92 
66 

100 

100 
100 
99 
99 

100 
100 

participating after 
substitution 
4,208 

100 
110 
103 
125 
104 
35 

105 
111 
55 
80 

106 
101 
84 

100 
98 

102 
99 

104 
104 
67 
96 

114 
78 

102 
65 
91 
84 

106 
112 
94 

123 
85 

104 
55 
99 
82 

127 
93 
99 

103 
80 
97 
75 
82 

22 
36 
14 
55 
7 
8 

Student partitipotion 

Student 
weighted 

pertento j e  
91 
93 
88 
91 
90 
92 
90 
91 
93 
93 
93 
90 
91 
93 
94 
93 
92 
90 
93 
88 
91 
93 
91 
94 
92 ’ 
88 
92 
88 
93 
94 
90 
92 
91 
92 
89 
93 
92 
93 
92 
92 
92 
90 
92 
92 
92 

96 
85 
96 
95 
94 
93 

Number of 
students 
ossnssed 
11 2,485 

2,625 
2,456 
2,556 
3,140 
2,707 
3,903 
2,706 
3,858 
2,745 
2,455 
2,416 
2,586 
1,898 
2,609 
2,372 
2,639 
2,467 
2,679 
2,450 
1,695 
2,459 
2,620 
1,915 
2,222 
2,582 
2,389 
1,971 
2,698 
2,051 
2,337 
2,576 
1,967 
2,777 
2,608 
2,220 
2,074 
3,300 
2,749 
2,414 
2,664 
1,879 
2,312 
1,814 
2,598 

470 
1,734 

733 
2,166 
1,085 

579 

I Overall portitipotion rote 

Before 
substitution 

76 
75 
82 
90 
64 
92 
90 
91 
93 
93 
80 
51 
89 
67 
90 
91 
86 
84 
91 
86 
60 
87 
84 
71 
91 
88 
86 
63 
93 
73 
87 
92 
71 
92 
89 
90 
69 
85 
92 
84 
92 
66 
85 
61 
92 

96 
85 
94 
94 
94 
93 

After 
substitution 

77 
87 
82 
90 
64 
92 
90 
91 
93 
93 
80 
51 
89 
67 
90 
91 
86 
84 
91 
86 
60 
87 
88 
71 
91 
88 
86 
63 
93 
73 
87 
92 
71 
92 
$9 
90 
69 
85 
92 
84 
92 
66 
85 
61 
92 

96 
85 
94 
94 
94 
93 

~ 

4 Indimter that the iurisdidion did no1 meet one or more of the guidelines for rthod pmtitipotion in 2002. 
I Depmtment of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementory ond Setondory Sthook. 

SOURCE: U.S. Deportment of Edutotion, lnrlitule of fdurotion Sciences, NotiMd Center for Educotim Stotbfin, Notional brersment of Educational Pmgrert (NAEP), 2002 Miling Assessment. 
Deportment of Defenra Dependents Schdr (Overreml. 
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District Samples 
Results from the 2002 writing assessments 
will also be reported (on a trial basis) in a 
forthcoming report on district-level samples 
of fourth- and eighth-grade students in the 
large urban school districts that participated 
in tlic Trial Urban District Assessment. 
These large urban school districts are 
-Atlanta, Chicago, Houston, L o s  Angclcs, 
and New York. The sample of students in 
the urban school districts represents an 
augmentation of students who would 
“normally” be selected as part of state 
samples. Thcsc samples allow reliable 
subgroup reporting in these districts. Fur- 
thermore, all students at “lowcr” geographic 
levels are assumed to be part of “highcr- 
level” samples. For example, Houston is one 
of the urban districts included in the Trial 
Urban District Assessment. Data from 
students tested in the Houston sample 

Guideline 1 

would be used to report results for Mous- 
ton, and would also contribute to the Texas 
estimates and to the national calculations. 

Standards for State Sample 
Participation and Reporting 
of Results 
In carrying out the 2002 state assessment 
program, the National Center for Education 
Statistics (NCES) established participation 
rate standards that jurisdictions were rc- 
quired to meet in order for their results to 
be reported. NCES also established addi- 
tional standards that required the annotation 
of published results for jurisdictions whose 
sample participation rates were low enough 
to raise concerns about their representative- 
ness. The NCES guidelines used to report 
results in the state assessments, and the 
guidelines for notation when there is some 
risk of nonresponsc bias in the reported 
results, are presented in this section. 

The publication of NAEP results I 
The conditions that will result in the publication of a iurisdiction‘s results are presented below. 

Guideline 1 -Publication of Public School Results 
A jurisdiction will have its public school results published in the 2002 NAEP writing report card (or in other reports that include a11 state- 
level results) if and only if its weighted participation rate for the initial sample of public schools is greater thon or equal to 70 percent. 
Similarly, a jurisdiction will receive a separate NAEP State Report if and only if its weighted participation rate for the initial sample of public 
schools is greater than or equal to 70 percent. 
Discussion: If a jurisdiction’s public school participation rate for the initial sample of schools is below 70 percent, there is a substantial 
possibility that bias will be introduced into the assessment results. This possibility remains even after making statistical adjustments to 
compensate for school nonparticipation. There remains the likelihood that, in aggregate, the substitute schools are sufficiently dissimilar 
from the originals they are replacing and represent too great a proportion of the population to discount such a difference. Similarly, the 
assumptions underlying the use of statistical adjustments to compensate for nonparticipation are likely to be significantly violated if the 
initial response rote falls below the 70 percent level. Guideline 1 takes this into consideration. This guideline is congruent with current 
NAGB policy, which requires that data for jurisdictions that do not have a 70 percent before-substitution participation rate be reported “in a 
different format,“ and with the Education Information Advisory Committee (EIAC) resolution, which calls for data from such jurisdictions not 
to be published. 

176 A P P E N O I X  A N A E P  2 0 0 2  W R I T I N G  R E P O R T  C A R D  

192 



The following guidelines concerning 
school and student participation rates in the 
NAEP state assessment program were 
cstablished to address four significant ways 
in which nonrcsponse bias could be intro- 
duced into the jurisdiction sample estimates. 
Thc four significant ways includc overall 
school nonresponse, strata-specific school 

Guideline 2 

nonrcsponse, overall student nonresponse 
and strata-specific student nonrcsponse. 
Presented on the following pages are the 
conditions that will result in a jurisdiction’s 
receiving a notation in the 2002 reports. 
Note that in order for a jurisdiction’s results 
to be published with no notations, that 
jurisdiction must satisfy all guidelines. 

Reporting school and student participation rates with possible bias due to school nonresponse I 
Guideline 2- Notation for Overall Public School Participation Rate 
A jurisdiction that meets Guideline 1 will receive a notation if its weighted participation rote for the initial sample of public schools wos 
below 85 percent and the weighted public school participation rate after substitution was below 90 percent. 
Discussion: For jurisdictions that did not use substitute schools, the participation rotes ore bosed on porticipoting schools from the original 
sample. In these situations, the NCES standards specify weighted school participation rotes of at least 85 percent to guard ogoinst potential 
bias due to school nonresponse. Thus the first port of these guidelines, referring to the weighted school participation rate for the initial 
sample of schools, is in direct occordance with NCES standards. 
To help ensure adequate sample representation for each jurisdiction participating in the NAEP 2002 state assessments, NAEP provided 
substitutes for nonparticipating public schools. For jurisdictions that used substitute schools, the assessment results will be based on the 
student dato from oll schools participating from both the original sample and the list of substitutes (unless both on initial school and its 
substitute eventually participated, in which case only the doto from the initial school will be used). 
The NCES standards do not explicitly address the use of substitute schools to replace initially selected schools that decide not to participate 
in the ossessment. However, considerable technical Consideration was given to this issue. Even though the characteristits of the substitute 
schools were matched as closely as possible to the characteristics of the initially selected schools, substitution does not entirely eliminate 
bias due to the nonporticipotion of initially selected schools. Thus, for the weighted school participation rates including substitute schools, 
the guidelines were set at 90 percent. 
If a jurisdiction meets either standard (i.e., 85 percent or higher prior to substitution or 90 percent or higher after substitution), there will 
be no notation for the relevant overall school participation rote. 
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Guideline 3 

Important segments of the jurisdiction’s student population that 
must be adequately represented t o  avoid possible nonresponse bias 

Guideline 3-Notation fo r  Strata-Specific Public School Participation Rates 
A jurisdiction that is not already receiving a notation under Guideline 2 will receive a nototion if the sample of public schools included a 
class of schools with similar characteristics that had a weighted participation rate (after substitution) of below 80 percent, ond from which 
the nonparticipating schools together accounted for more than 5 percent of the jurisdiction’s total weighted sample of public schools. The 
classes of schools from eoch of which o jurisdiction needed minimum school partitipation levels were determined by degree of urbanizo- 
tion, minority enrollment, and median household income of the area in which the school is located. 
Discussion: The NCES standards specify thot attention should be given to the representativeness of the sample coverage. Thus, if some 
important segment of  the jurisdiction’s population is not adequately represented, i t  is of concern, regardless of the overall partitipation 
rote. 
If nonporticipoting schools ore concentrated within a particular closs of schools, the potential for substontiol bias remains, even if the 
overall level of school partitipation appears to be satisfactory. Nonresponse adjustment cells for’public schools have been formed within 
eoch jurisdiction, and the schools within eoch cell are similar with respect to degree of urbanization, minority enrollment, and/or median 
household income, os appropriote for eoch jurisdiction. 
If the weighted response rate, oher substitution, for a single adjustment cell falls below 80 percent, and more than 5 percent (weighted) of 
the sompled schools are nonparticipants from such a cell, the potentiol for nonresponse bias is too greot. This guideline is based on the 
NCES standard for stratum-specific school response rates. 

Guideline 4 

I 
~~ 

Possible student nonresponse bias 

Guideline 4- Notation fo r  Overall Student Participation Rate in Public Schools 
A jurisdiction that meets Guideline 1 will receive a notation if the weighted student response rate within participating public schools wos 
below 85 percent. 
Discussion: This guideline follows the NCES standard of 85 percent for overall student participation rates. The weighted student 
participation rate is bosed on all eligible students from initially selected or substitute schools who participated in the assessment in either an 
initiol session or o make-up session. If the rote falls below 85 percent, the potentiol for bias due to students‘ nonresponse is too greot. 

Guideline 5 

Possible nonresponse bias f rom inadequately represented strata I 
Guideline 5 -Notation fo r  Strata-Specific Student Participation Rates in Public Schools 
A jurisdiction that is not already receiving o nototion under Guideline 4 will receive o notation if the sompled students within participating 
public schools included a class of students with similar characteristics that had a weighted student response rote of below 80 percent, and 
from which the nonresponding students together accounted for more than 5 percent of the jurisdiction’s weighted assessable public school 
student sample. Student groups from which a jurisdiction needed minimum levels of participation were determined by the oge of the 
student, whether or not the student was classified as a student with a disobility (SD) or limited English proficient (LEP), and the type of 
assessment session, as well as school level of urbanization, minority enrollment, and median household income of the area in which the 
school is located. 
Discussion: This guideline addresses the foct thot if nonparticipating students ore concentrated within a particular class of students, the 
potentiol for substantial bias remains, even if the overall student participation level appears to be satisfactory. Student nonresponse 
adjustment cells hove been formed using the school-level nonresponse adjustment cells, together with the student‘s age and the nature of 
the assessment session (unmonitored or monitored). 
If the weighted response rote for a single adjustment cell falls below 80 percent, and more than 5 percent (weighted) of the invited 
students who do not participate in the assessment are from such a cell, the potentiol for nonresponse bias is too great. This guideline is 
based on the NCES standard for stratum-specific student response rates. 
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At both the fourth and eighth grades, two 
statcs, Illinois and Wisconsin, did not meet 
the initial public-school participation rate of 
70 perccnt. In addition, onc statc, Minne- 
sota, did not mcct this standard at the eighth 
gradc. Rcsults for thcsc jurisdictions are not 
included with thc findings rcported for the 
state NAEP 2002 writing assessment. 

thc sccond guidclinc for notation (i.c., thc 
weighted participation rate for the initial 
sainplc of schools was bclow 85 percent 
and the weighted school participation rate 
after substitution was below 90 percent): 
California, Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Mon- 
tana, New York, North Dakota, Tennessee, 
and Washington. At gradc 8, eight jurisdic- 
tions did not meet this guideline: California, 
Icansas, Montana, Ncw York, North Da- 
kota, Oregon, Tcnncsscc, and Washington. 
Rcsults for each of thesc jurisdictions at the 
appropriatc grade lcvel are shown with a 
notation indicating possible bias related to 
nonresponsc. 

Ninc jurisdictions at grade 4 did not mcct 

Students with Disabilities (SD) 
and/or Limited English 
Proficient (LEP) Students 
It is NAEP’s intcnt to assess all sclcctcd 
students from thc targct population. Thcrc- 
forc, cvcry cfor t  is madc to cnsurc that all 
selected students who are capable of partici- 
pating in the asscssmcnt arc asscsscd. Somc 
students sampled for participation in NAEP 
can be excluded from the sample according 
to carefully defined criteria. These criteria 
communicate a presumption of inclusion 
except under spccial circumstances. Accord- 
ing to these criteria, students who had an 
Individualized Education Program (IEP) or 

were protected under Section 504 of the 
Rchabilitation Act of 19734 werc to be 
included in the NAEP assessment except in 
the following cascs: 

the school’s IEP tcam dctcrmincd that 
the student could not participate, 

the student’s cognitive functioning was so 
sevcrcly impaired that shc or hc could not 
participate, or 

the student’s IEP required that the 
student bc tcstcd with an accommodation 
or adaptation that NA4EP does not allow 
and that the student could not demon- 
strate his or her knowledge without that 
accommodation. 
All LEP studcnts who rcccivcd acadcmic 

instruction in English for three years or 
more were to be included in the assessment. 
Those LEP students who received instruc- 
tion in English for fewer than three years 
werc to bc includcd unlcss school staff 
judged them to be incapable of participat- 
ing in thc asscssment in English. 

Participation of SD and/or LEP 
Students in the NAEP Samples 

Testing dl sampled students is the best 
way for NAEP to ensure that the statistics 
generated by the assessment are as reprcsen- 
tativc as possible of thc pcrformancc of thc 
entire national population and the popula- 
tions of participating jurisdictions. How- 
ever, all groups of students includc ccrtain 
proportions that cannot be testcd in Iargc- 
scalc asscssmcnts (such as studcnts who 
have profound mental disabilities) or who 
can only bc tested through the use of 
testing accommodations such as extra time, 
one-on-one administration, or use of 

Section 504 of die Kehabilitalioll Act of 1973 is a civil rights law desigied to prohibit discklination on die basis of 
dsability it1 programs aid activities, kicluditig education, that receive federal hiaucial assistance. 
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magnifying equipment. Some students with 
disabilities and somc LEP studcnts cannot 
show on a test what they know and can do 
unlcss thcy arc provided with accommoda- 
tions. When such accommodations arc not 
allowcd, studcnts requiring such adjust- 
mcnts arc often escludcd from large-scalc 
assessments such as N,IEP. This phenom- 
enon has bccomc more common in tlic last 
decade and gained momentum with the 
passage of the 1997 Individuals with Dis- 
abilities Education Act (IDEN), which lcd 
schools and states to identify increasing 
proportions of students as nccding accom- 
modations on asscssmcnts in ordcr to bcst 
show what thcy know and can doe5 Furthcr- 
morc, section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act 
of 1973 requires that, when students with 
disabilities arc tcstcd, schools must providc 
them with appropriate accommodations so 
that the test results accurately reflect stu- 
dents' achievement. In addition, as the 
proportion of limited English proficient 
studcnts in thc population has increased, 
some svdtcs have started offering accommo- 
dations, such as translations of asscssmcnts 
or thc usc of bilingual dictionarics as part 
of asscssrnents. 

Bcforc 1996, NAEP did not allow any 
'testing under nonstandard conditions 
(i.e., accommodations wcre not pcrmittcd). 
At that timc, NAEP samplcs wcrc able to 
includc almost all samplcd students in 
standard assessment scssions. Howcvcr, as 
the influence of IDEA grew more wide- 
spread, thc failure to providc accommoda- 
tions led to increasing levels of exclusion in 
the assessment. Such increases posed two 
threats to thc program: 1) thcy thrcatcncd 

the stability of trend lines (because exclud- 
ing more students in oiic year than thc ncxt 
might lcad to apparent rathcr than real 
gains), and 2) thcy madc NAEP samplcs lcss 
than optimally rcprcscntativc of target 
populations. 

Thc reporting samplcs in thc 1998 and 
2002 writing asscssmcnts uscd thcse criteria 
with provisions madc for accommodations. 
Students with disabilities or limited English 
proficient students were given accommoda- 
tions that matched as closely as possiblc 
those provided to them in other testing 
situations by their schools or instructors 
(most frcquently, extended time for rc- 
spending). A11 the scale score and achieve- 
mcnt lcvcl information in this report, thcn, 
is based on a student sample that includes 
studcnts who wcrc provided with accorn- 
modations. Thc rcsponscs of studcnts 
asscsscd with accommodations wcrc 
cvaluatcd according to thc samc critcria 
as those of students assessed without 
accommodations. 

In ordcr to makc it possiblc to cvaluatc 
both thc impact of incrcasing csclusion 
ratcs in somc jurisdictions and diffcrcnccs 
between jurisdictions, complete data on 
csclusion in all ycars arc included in this 
appendix. Since the exclusion ratcs may 
affect trend measurement within a jurisdic- 
tion, readers should consider thc magnitudc 
of exclusion rate changes when interpreting 
score changes in jurisdictions. In addition, 
diffcrcnt ratcs of cxclusion may influence 
thc meaning of statc comparisons. Thus, 
cxclusion data should bc rcvicwcd in this 
context as well. 

Office of Specid Education Programs. (1997). Nineteenth Anniiaf &port to Coqress on the lqbfemcntotion d the 
lndvidmfs Wifh Disobiidies Ehcation Act. Washigton, DC U. S. Deparuiieul of Educatio~~, Office of Educational 
Research aid Improvement, National Center for Educatiori Statistics. 
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Percentages of SD and/or LEI? students 
for the 1998 and 2002 national samplc MC 

presented in table A.4. The data in this table 
includc thc pcrccntagc of studcnts idcnti- 
ficd as SD and/or LEI), the percentage of 
students cxcludcd, thc pcrccntagc of as- 
scsscd SD and/or LEP studcnts, thc pcr- 
centagc assessed without accommodations, 
and thc pcrccntagc asscsscd with accommo- 
dations. Table A.4 also includes similar data 
for SD students only and LEP students 
only. Tablcs A.5 and A.6 show similar 
information by jurisdiction for 

grade 4 and grade 8. Table A.5 shows 2002 
data only since thc 1998 statc 2. sscssmcnts 
were administercd only at grade 8. 

In the 2002 national sample, 5 percent of 
studcnts at grade 4,4  pcrccnt of studcnts at 
grade 8, and 3 percent of students at grade 
12 wcrc cxcludcd from thc asscssmcnt (Scc 
table A.4). Across thc various jurisdictions 
that participatcd in die 2002 statc asscss- 
mcnt, thc pcrccntagc of studcnts cxcludcd 
ranged from 2 to 10 percent at grade 4 (see 
table 11.5) and from 1 to 8 percent at gradc 
8 (see table A.6). 
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Table A.4 Students with disabilities and/or limited English proficient students identified, excluded, and assessed, 
grades 4,8, and 1 2  1998 and 2002 

SD’ and/or LEP2 students 
Identified 
Excluded 
Assessed 

Without occommodotions 
With accommodations 

SDi students 
Identified 
Excluded 
Assessed 

Without occommodotions 
With accommodations 

LEP2 students 
Identified 
Ex c I u d e d 
Assessed 

Without accomrnodotions 
With actommodations 

SDi and/or LEPz students 
identified 
Excluded 
Assessed 

Without accommodations 
With actommodations 

SDi students 
Identified 
Excluded 
Assessed 

Without accommodations 
With accommodations 

LEPz students 
Identified 
Excluded 
Assessed 

Without accommodations 
With artommodations 

1998 

Number of 
students 

3,621 
1,450 
2,171 
1,425 
746 

2,192 
806 

1,386 
744 
642 

1,582 
753 
829 
709 
120 

2,935 
877 

2,058 
1,380 
678 

2,139 
672 

1,467 
863 
604 

924 
213 
651 
561 
90 

Weighted 
pertentage 

of 011 students 
sampled 

I5 
5 

10 
6 
4 

1 1  
4 
7 
4 
3 

4 
2 
2 
2 
# 

13 
4 
9 
6 
3 

10 
3 
7 
5 
3 

3 
1 
2 
2 
# 

2002 

Number of 
students 

26,998 
7,608 
19,390 

. 11,281 
8,109 

19,052 
5,603 
13,449 
6,153 
7,296 

9,923 
2,878 
7,045 
5,777 
1,268 

20,516 
5,012 
15,504 
8,877 
6,627 

16,420 
3,958 
12,462 
6,250 
6,212 

5,526 
1,554 
3,972 
3,211 
761 

Weighted 
percentage 

of all students 
sampled 

19 
5 
14 
9 
5 

12 
4 
8 
4 
4 

8 
2 
7 
6 
1 

17 
4 
13 
8 
5 

12 
3 
9 
5 
5 

6 
1 
4 
4 
1 

I 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table A.4 Students with disabi l i t ies and/or l im i ted  English prof ic ient  students identif ied, excluded, and assessed, 
grades 4,8, and 12: 1998 and 2002-Cont inued 

SDI and/or LEP2 students 
Identified 
Excluded 
Assessed 

Without accommodations 
With accommodations 

SD’ students 
Identified 
Excluded 
Assessed 

Without accommodations 
With accommodations 

LEPz students 
Identified 
Excluded 
Assessed 

Without accommodations 
With accommodations 

Number of 
students 

1,975 
658 

1,317 
991 
326 

1,375 
566 
809 
536 
273 

654 
122 
532 
474 

58 

1998 
Weighted 
percentage 

of all students 
sampled 

8 
2 
6 
5 
1 

6 
2 
4 
3 
1 

2 
# 
2 
2 
# 

Number of 
students 

2,120 
754 

1,366 
919 
447 

1,654 
674 
980 
574 
406 

591 
146 
445 
389 
56 

2002 I 
Weighted 

percentage 
of all students 

sampled 

11 
3 
8 

‘ 6  
3 

# Pertenloge rounds to zero. 
Students with disobililies. 

*Limited English proficient students. 
NOTE Within eoch grode level, the combined SDAEP portion of the table is not o sum of the seporote SD ond EP p o r t b ~ ,  become some studenhwre identified os both SD ond LIE Such students 
would be counted seporolely in the bottom portions, but counted only once in the top portion. 
Wh in  each portion of the table, prcentoges may not odd to totols due 10 rounding. 
S O U R E  US. Deparlmwrl of Educmion, lnrtilule of fducotion Sciences, NdiMol (enter for Educotion Stotislin, Notiond Assesment of Educotimd Progress (NAP), 1998 and 2002 Wrihg Assessments. 
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Table A.5 Percentage of  students with disabilities and/or  limited English prof icient  students identified, excluded, ond 
assessed, grade 4 public slools: By state, 2002 

Nation (Public) 
Alabama 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
California 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 

.' Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
M o n t a n a 

Nebraska 
Nevada 

New Mexico 
New York 

North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhade Island 

South Carolina 
Tennessee 

Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
District of Columbia 

DOES5 
DODOS 
Guam 

Virgin Islands 

I SD' and/or LEP' students 

Identified Excluded Assessr 

, 20 5 15 
14 2 12 
28 6 22 
IS 3 12 
35 4 30 
16 5 11 
17 6 11 
24 6 19 
14 3 11 
18 4 IS 
18 2 16 
20 6 14 
13 4 10 
16 5 11 
20 3 17 
11 6 5 
19 4 IS 
18 5 13 
1s 7 7 
19 5 14 
13 5 8 
19 4 14 
7 4 3  

16 5 11 
14 4 10 
19 3 16 
26 8 19 
37 7 30 
19 7 12 
19 ' 7 12 
17 3 13 
12 7 5 
19 3 IS 
24 6 17 
14 4 10 
23 4 19 
17 5 12 
15 3 12 
26 10 16 
20 4 17 
15 5 11 
19 6 13 
14 3 11 
15 5 10 
19 7 11 
16 2 14 

19 6 12 
17 3 14 
16 3 13 
38 4 34 

8 4  5 

Assessed 
without 

10 
9 

19 
7 

29 
5 
4 
9 
5 
8 

10 
7 
6 
3 
6 
3 
4 
6 
6 
3 
5 '  
9 
2 
4 
4 
9 

13 
21 
4 
3 
8 
3 
9 

12 
4 
8 
9 
9 

13 
I 1  
3 
5 
6 
4 
5 
6 

6 
8 
9 

27 
3 

!d occommodotions 

Assessed 
with 

occornrnodolions 

5 
3 
3 
5 
2 
6 
8 

10 
5 
7 
6 
7 
3 
8 

10 
2 

12 
7 
2 

11 
3 
5 
1 
7 
5 
7 
6 
8 
8 
9 
6 
2 
6 
6 
6 

11 
4 
3 
2 
6 
8 
8 
5 
6 
6 
8 

6 
6 
4 
7 
1 

All students 
assessed without 
accommodations 

89 
95 
90 
92 
94 
89 
86 
84 
91 
90 
92 
87 
93 
87 
86 
92 
84 
88 
91 
84 
91 
91 
95 
88 
91 
90 
87 
84 
85 
84 
91 
91 
91 
88 
91 
85 
92 
94 
87 
90 
88 
86 
92 
89 
86 
90 

87 
91 
93 
90 
95 

I Students wilh disnbililies 
Limited English pmfidenl students 
Oepmlmenl of Orferns Domestic Dependent flementory ond Secondmy Sthools. 
Deportment of Defense Dependents Schools (Dverreorl. 

NOTL Perrenloges moy not odd to totoh d u ~  lo rounding. 
SOURCL U.S. Deportment of fdurotion, Institute of [duration Stienres, NatiMd Center for fducotion Stotirlia, Notionol A s r m e n l  of Edurolionol Progress (NMP), 2002 Writing Assesvnent. 
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Table A.6 Percentage of students with disabilities and/or limited English proficient students identified, excluded, and assessed, grade 8 public 
schools: By state, 1998 and 2002 

Nation (Public) 
Alabama 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Illinois 
Indiana 
Kansas 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Mexico 

NewYork 
North Carolina 
NorthDakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhodelsland 

South Carolina 
Tennessee 

Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Woshington 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
AmericanSamoa 

District of Columbia 
DDESS 
DoDDS 4 
Guam 

Virgin Islands 

- lnditofes thot Ihc jurisdiction 
t Percentoge rounds to zero. 

I SD' and/or LEP' students 

Assessed Assessed 
without with 

Identified Excluded Assessed occommodotions occommodution 

14 4 I0 7 3 
12 6 6 5 1 
17 5 12 10 2 
13 6 7 5 1 
23 6 17 15 2 
13 4 9 6 3 '  
15 7 8 5 3 
14 3 11 8 3 
16 5 11 9 2 
11 5 7 . 4  2 
15 4 1 1  8 3 
- - - 
12 4 8 6 2 
- - - 
- - - 
10 2 7 3 4 
13 5 8 3 5 
14 5 8 5 3 
13 2 11 4 7 
17 5 12 7 5 
- - - 
14 3 11 8 3 
9 5 ' 5 4 1 

13 3 10 6 4 
11 2 9 6 2 
- - - 
16 6 10 8 .  3 
23 6 17 14 3 
15 5 9 3 6 
14 4 10 4 6 

- - - 
13 9 5 4 1 
15 3 12 9 3 

17 4 13 10 3 
12 5 7 5 2 
13 4 9 8 1 
19 6 13 10 2 
10 4 6 5 1 
- - - 
14 4 9 6 3 
13 4 9 7 3 
14 5 9 5 3 

, 1 1  4 7 4 3 
9 2 7 5 2 

- - - 

- - - 
- - - 

- - - 

- - - 

- - - - - - 
- - - 

- - - - - - 

- - - 

- - - - - - 
13 6 7 6 1 
10 3 7 4 3 
7 1 6 4 2 
- - - 

8 8 # # 0 
- - - 

did not portitipote. 

92 
94 
97 

t SD' and/o 

22 7 I5 
21 6 I5 
I5 3 12 
10 1 8 

All students 
ossessed without 
occommodations 

93 
93 
92 
93 
92 
93 
90 
94 
93 
93 
93 

94 

93 
90 
92 
91 
90 

94 
94 
93 
95 

91 
90 
89 
89 

90 
94 

93 
93 
95 
92 
95 

93 
94 
92 
93 
96 

Identified Excluded Assessed 

18 4 14 
I5 3 12 
22 5 17 
17 3 14 
27 3 24 

17 4 13 
I5 5 11 
20 4 16 
13 3 10 
21 3 18 
14 2 13 
18 3 14 
13 3 10 
16 3 13 
11 4 8 
16 4 12 
18 2 16 
16 4 12 
20 3 16 
14 5 9 
17 3 14 
10 5 5 
16 3 13 
13 2 12 
17 4 12 
21 4 16 
32 5 27 
20 6 14 
17 5 12 
IS 1 14 
12 6 7 
16 2 14 
18 4 14 
14 2 12 
22 3 18 
I5 5 10 
14 3 12 
19 7 13 
17 3 14 
17 4 14 
18 6 12 
I5 3 11 
18 4 14 
17 4 13 
15 2 13 

- - -  

31 1 30 
92 10 8 2 

nts SLhoob (Overrem). 

iI Assessment of Educotimd Progress (NAEPJ, I998 and 2002 W 

2002 

LEP' students 

Assessed Assessed 
without with 

accommodations occommodotion' 

8 5 
11 1 
14 3 
9 5 

20 3 

7 6 
2 8 
7 10 
5 5 

11 7 
8 4 
8 7 
7 3 
6 7 
4 3 
4 8 
8 8 
9 3 
7 10 
4 4 
9 5 
3 2 
4 9 
7 4 

- - - 

7 5 
12 5 
17 10 
5 9 
4 9 
8 6 
4 2 
9 4 

11 3 
4 8 
9 10 
6 4 

10 2 
11 2 
9 4 
6 7 
5 7 
6 5 
5 9 
4 9 
6 7 

9 6 
5 10 
5 7 
6 3 

27 3 
2 # 

ril ling Arsessmenh. 

All students 
ossessed without 
ocrommodotions 

90 
96 
92 
92 
93 

90 
87 
87 
92 
90 
94 
90 
94 
90 
93 
88 
90 
93 
87 
90 
92 
93 
88 
94 
91 
91 
85 
85 
87 
93 
92 
93 
93 
90 
87 
91 
95 
92 
93 
89 
87 
91 
86 
87 
91 

87 
84 
90 
96 
95 
92 
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Investigating the Potential 
Effects of Exclusion Rates 
on Assessment Results 

studcnts with disabilitics and limitcd English 
proficient. studcnts introduces validity 
conccrns for comparisons ovcr time or 
between jurisdictions. The essential problem 
is thc diffcrcntial rcprcscntativcncss of 
samples, which could impact the compara- 
bility of cross-state comparisons within a 
given ycar and statc trends across ycars. 
Since students with disabilities or limited 
English proficicnt studcnts tcnd to scorc 
bclow avcragc on asscssmcnts, cxcludiiig 
studcnts with spccial nccds may incrcasc a 
jurisdiction's scorcs. Convcrscly, including 
more of these students might deprcss score 

. gains. i n  2002, cxclusion ratcs varied among 
jurisdictions. In addition, cases of both 
increases and decreases in exclusion rates 
occurred between 1998 and 2002, making 
comparisons over time within jurisdictions 
complex to intcrprct. Tables A 5  and A.6 on 
the preceding pages display the rates'of 
exclusion in cach jurisdiction for gmdc 4 in 
2002 and for gradc 8 in 2002 and 1998, 
rcspcctivcl y. 

tions that assessed writing at grade 4 in 
2002, all jurisdictions cxccpt Tcxas had 
exclusion ratcs of less than 10 pcrccnt, and 
more than two-thirds had exclusion ratcs of 
lcss than six pcrccnt. Tablc 11.6 displays the 
comparable data for grade 8. In 2002, all 
jurisdictions had cxclusion ratcs lcss than 9 
percent and about three-quarters had 
exclusion rates of less than five percent. 
Exclusion ratcs in gradc 8 incrcascd from 
1998 to 2002 in eight jurisdictions, with an 
avcrage incrcasc of 1.5 pcrccntagc points. 

Variation in thc rates of cxclusion of 

As shown in tablc A.5, of thc 48 jurisdic- 

At least two factors contributed to the 
variability in exclusion ratcs across statcs. ' 
One factor is that the percentage of stu- 
dents who arc identGed as having disabilitics 
or limited proficicncy in English varies 
across jurisdictions and ovcr timc. Rcasons 
for this variation includc: 1) lack of stan- 
dardized criteria for defining students as 
having specific disabilities or as being 
limited in their English proficiency; 2) 
changes or differences in policy and prac- 
tices rcgarding implcmcntation of the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
(IDEA); and 3) population shifts in thc 
pcrccntagc of studcnts classificd as limitcd 
English proficient and, to a lcsscr cxtent, as 
studcnts with disabilitics. 

Another factor is that some SD and/or 
LEP studcnts arc cxcludcd bccausc they are 
so scvcrcly disabled or lacking in English 
languagc skills that no accommodation 
would bc sufficicnt to cnablc thcm to 
participate meaningfully. 

With rcgard to cross-state comparisons, 
the corrclations betwccn ratcs of cxclusion 
and avcrage 2002 writing scorcs wcrc not 
found to be significant at cither gradc 4 
(.18) or grade 8 (-.33). in  other words, 
highcr cxclusion ratcs wcrc not associatcd 
with higher average scores in 2002. T-Iow- 
ever, with regard to state trends, the correla- 
tions bctween changcs in the ratc of exclu- 
sion of students with special needs and 
avcrage writing scorc g i n s  from 1998 to 
2002 wcrc found to be modcratc (.51 :it 
gradc 8). While thcrc was a modcratc 
tcndcnLy for an incrcasc in cxclusion ratcs 
to be associated with an increase in average 
scale scores, cxclusion incrcascs do not 
explain the cntirety of score gains. 
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Because the representativeness of 
samplcs is ultimatcly a validity issuc, NCES 
has commissioned studies of the impact of 
asscssrnent accommodations on ovcrall 
scorcs. NCES has also invcstigated scc- 
narios for estimating what thc average 
scorcs might havc bccn had thc excludcd 
students been assessed. Two alternative 
statistical scenarios havc bccn proposcd, 
based on different hypotheses about how 
excluded students might have performed; 
Combined with thc actual pcrformancc of 
students who were assessed, these scenarios 
producc rcsults for thc full population (that 
is, including cs timates for cxcludcd studcnts) 
in cach jurisdiction and cach asscssmcnt 
ycar. Thcsc tcchniqucs providc some indica- 
tion as to which statements about trend 
gains or losscs m@t bc changcd if cxclusion 
rates were zero in both assessment years and 
if the hypothescs about the performance of 
missing students are correct. 

One sccnario was developed by Donald 
hkLaughlin of American Institutcs for 
Research, and predicts what the perfor- 
mance of excluded SD and/or LEP stu- 
dents might have been had these students 
been tested. ’The basic assumption underly- 
ing this approach is that these students 
would have performed as well as included 
SD and/or LEP studcnts with similar 
disabilitics, lcvcl of English proficiency, and 
background charactcristics.G Thc sccnario 
was pcrformcd for cach jurisdiction that 
participated in both 1998 and 2002. 

’The other scenario was developed by A1 
Bcaton of Boston Collcgc and similarly 
makes an assumption about what the 
pcrformancc of cxcludcd SD/LEP studcnts 
might havc bccn had thcy bccn tcstcd. Thc 
idca of Beaton’s sccnario is to calculate 
mcdian, rathcr than avcragc scorcs. A 
‘median’ is the score reached or exceeded by 
fifty pcrccnt of thc student population. This 
statistic is not influenced by extreme values. 
Beaton’s assumption is that all SD/LEP 
studcnts would scorc bclow Basic or bclow 
thc median of the group being analyzed. 
This assumption lowcrs the median scorc 
for cvcry group. 

The mcthods used to construct the 
sccnarios arc still undcr dcvclopmcnt. 
NCES is continuing research into different 
proccdurcs for reducing thc pcrccntagcs of 
studcnts cxcludcd from NAEP. In addition, 
NCES will continue to cvaluate thc potcn- 
tial impact of changcs in cxclusion ratcs on 
score gains. More detailed information on 
the scenarios will bc availablc at thc NAEP 
web site at http://www.nces.ed.gov/ 
nationsrcportcard. The scenarios illustrate 
the potential impact of rcasonablc hypoth- 
eses about thc performance of excluded 
studcnts on scorc gains in the jurisdictions 
that participated in both 1998 and 2002 and 
should not bc intcrprctcd as official rcsults. 

Because students with very severe levels of disabdity and students with little o r  no proficiency in English are not 
assessed in NAEP, ability estimates for students with those characteristics nlay be overestimated. 
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Types of Accommodations 
Permitted 
Table A.7 displays the percentages of SD 
and/or LEP students assessed with the 
variety of available accommodations. It 
should bc noted that students asscsscd with 
accommodations typically reccivcd some 
combination of accommodations. The 
percentages presented in the tablc rcflcct 
only the primary accommodation provided. 

For example, students assessed in small 
groups (as comparcd with standard NAEP 
sessions of about 30 students) usually 
received extended time. In one-on-one 
administrations, students often rcccivcd 
assistance in recording answers and were 
afforded extra time. Extended time was 
considered the primary accommodation 
only when it was the sole accommodation 
provided. 

Table A.7 Students with disabilities and/or limited English proficient students assessed with accommodations, 
by type of primary accommodation, grades 4,8, and 12 public and nonpublic schools: 1998 and 2002 

SD’ and/or LEPz students 
Bilingual dictionary 

large-print book 
Extended time 

Read aloud 
Smoll group 
One-on-one 

Scribe/computer 
Other 

Bilingual dictionary 
large-print book 

Extended time 
Read aloud 

Small group 
One-on-one 

Scribe/computer 
Other 

Bilingual didionory 
large-print book 

Extended time 
Read aloud 

Small group 
One-on-one 

Scribe/tomputer 
Other 

SD’ students only 

LEPz students only 

Wei 

Grade 4 
1998 2002 

0.01 0.02 
0.01 0.03 
0.76 1.52 
0.28 0.31 
2.31 3.08 
0.23 0.1 3 
0.17 0.02 
0.02 0.02 

# # 
0.01 0.03 
0.65 1.21 
0.2s 0.29 
2.1 7 2.77 
0.22 0.13 
0.17 0.02 
0.02 0.02 

0.01 0.02 
# # 

0.13 0.43 
0.05 0.03 
0.17 0.46 
0.01 0.01 

# # 
# 0.01 

ed percentage of students so 

Grade 8 
1998 2002 

0.04 0.1 1 
0.02 0.03 
0.82 1.84 
0.08 0.27 
1.61 2.62 
0.1 2 0.1 1 
0.05 0.02 
0.02 0.05 

# 0.01 
0.02 0.03 
0.71 1.65 
0.06 , 0.24 
1.58 2.52 
0.1 1 0.1 1 
0.05 0.02 
0.02 0.05 

0.04 0.1 1 
# # 

0.1 1 0.34 
0.03 0.04 
0.06 0.24 
0.01 0.01 

# # 
# 0.01 

Grade 12 
1998 2002 

0.02 0.09 
0.01 0.01 
0.45 1.35 
0.04 0.1 6 
0.67 1.07 
0.07 0.06 
0.04 0.02 
0.05 0.02 

# # 
0.01 0.01 
0.35 1.26 
0.03 0.1 5 
0.65 1.05 
0.07 0.06 
0.04 0.02 
0.05 0.02 

0.02 
# 

0.10 
# 

0.04 
# 
# 
# 

0.09 
# 

0.13 
# 

0.05 
# 
# 
# 

R Percentage rounds to less lhon 0.01. 
I Students *ilh disobilies. 

Limited English proficient students. 
NOW The combined SD/LEP portion of the toble b not o sum of l e  separate SO ond LEP portion becouse same students were identified m both SO and LEE Sub students would be counted seporntely 
in Ihe bottom portions but counted only once in the top portion. 
SOURCE US. Oeportmenl of Education, Imlilule of Education Sdences, Notional Centu IM Edumtion Statistiq Motional A~~KYIIM~ of Educational Progress (NAEPI, 1998 and 2002 Writing Arsessments. 
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Data Collection and Scoring 
Thc writing assessmcnt was conductcd from 
January to March 2002. Data collcction for 
thc 2002 asscssment was conductcd by 
trained ficld staff from Wcstat. 

Materials from the NAEP 2002 writing . 

assessment wcrc shipped to Pcarson, where 
traincd staff cvaluatcd thc rcsponscs to thc 
writing tasks using scoring rubrics or guidcs 
prepared by ETS. All the writing tasks were 
evaluated according to six-level scoring 
guidcs. At each gradc, scoring guides wcrc 
developed for each of the three types of 
tasks: narrative, informative, and persuasive. 

Spccialists in writing who arc highly 
experienced in teaching and/or assessing 
writing trained the profcssional raters who 
evaluated the student responses. The train- 
ers received intensive training together that 
included rcading a manual tliat cxplaincd 
how to use the scoring guides and the 
proccsscs for training and chccking ratcrs. 
For each task, thc traincr, in consultation 
with othcr trainers or asscssment specialists, 
chosc numerous samplc responscs to 
present to raters and prepared notes on how 
thc scoring guide applicd to the particular 
task. ’The sample responses helped raters 
become accustomed to the variety of 
responses the task elicited before they began 
rating the student responses: Raters had to 
pass a qualifying tcst bcforc they could 

evaluate student responses: they had to 
agrcc with at least 70 perccnt of thc ratings 
(to a set of ten student responses) that were 
given beforchand by thcir trainer. 

In ordcr to determine interratcr rcliability 
of scoring, a specified percentage of re- 
sponscs was rcad twicc: two ratcrs rcad 
6 pcrccnt of the responscs at gradcs 4 and 8 
(gradcs at which the asscssment data was 
collected from thc cornbincd samplc), and 
25 percent of responses at grade 12. 

For thc national and statc writing assess- 
mcnts, 608,269 responscs to writing tasks 
wcrc scored. This number includcs 
rcscoring to monitor intcrratcr rcliability. 
The within-year average percentage of exact 
agrccmcnt of ratings on thc six-lcvcl scoring 
guides for the 2002 reliability samples was 
83 percent at fourth grade, 82 percent at 
eighth grade, and 78 percent at twelfth grade. 

Subsequent to the professional scoring, all 
information was transcribed into thc NAEP 
database at ETS. Each processing activity 
was conducted with rigorous quality control. 
After the assessment information was 
compiled in the databasc, the data werc 
wcightcd according to thc population 
structurc. Thc weighting for the cornbincd 
samplc rcflccted the probability of selcction 
for each student as a result of the sampling 
design, adjustcd for nonrc~ponsc.~ 

Data Analysis and IRT Scaling 

Weigliting procedures are described more fiilly in the “\Veigllting and Variance Estiniation” section later in tlus 
document. Addtiond informatiou about the use of weighting procedures will be included in tlie tecluucd docurnen- 
tation section of the NAEP web site at http://nces ed.gov/nationsreportcard. 
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.Analyses were then conducted to deter- 
mine thc pcrcentagcs of students who 
wrote responses to each writing task at each 
level on the scoring guide and who provided 
various rcsponscs to cach background 
question. In calculating response percent- 
ages for each task, only students classified as 
having been presented the question were 
included in the denominator of the statistic. 
Students whose papers were blank or whose 
rcsponses were judged to be off topic were 
similarly excluded from the calculation of 
the scale. 

Item Response Theory ( IRg  was used to 
estimate average writing scale scores for the 
nation, for various subgroups of interest 
within the nation, and for the states and 
other jurisdictions. IRT models the prob- 
ability of answering a question in a certain 
way as a mathematical function of profi- 
ciency or skill. The main purpose of IRT 
analysis is to provide a common scale on 
which performance can be compared 
among groups such as those defined by 
characteristics, including gender and race/ 
ethnicity. 

The results for the 2002 writing assess- 
ments are presented on the NAEP writing 
scales. In 2002, a scale ranging from 0 to 
300 was computed to report performance at 
each grade level. Thc scale summarizes 
student performance across all three pur- 
poses for writing (narrative, informative, 
and persuasive) in the assessment. 

Tn producing the writing scale, an TRT 
modcl was uscd. Thc writing tasks (all rated 
according to six-level scoring ,guides) were 
scaled by use of a generalized partial-credit 
(GPC) Thc GPC model permits thc 
scaling of questions scored according to 
multipoint rating schemes. The model takes 
full advantage of the information available 
from each of the student response catego- 
ries that are used for more complex con- 
structed-response questions such as writing 
tasksq 

Because of the PBIB spiraling design 
.used by NAEP, students do not receive 
enough writing tasks to provide reliable 
information about individual performance. 
Traditional test scores for individual stu- 
dents, even those based on IRT, would 
result in misleading estimates of population 
characteristics, such as subgroup means and 
percentages of students at or above a 
certain scale score level. However, it is 
NAEP's goal to estimate these population 
characteristics. NiEP's objectives can be 
achieved with methodologies that produce 
estimates of the population-level parameters 
directly, without the intermediary computa- 
tion of estimates of individuals.'" This is 
accomplishcd using marginal cstimation 
scaling model techniques for latent variables. 
Under the assumptions of thc scaling 
modcls, thcsc population cstimatcs will be 
consistent in the sense that the estimates 
approach the model-based population 

' Muraki, E. (1 992). A Generalized Partial Credit Model Application of an EM Algoritlmi. AppliedP~cbologicu/ 
Mcasitreme~rt, (16)2, 153-176. 
hlore detailed information regardhig the IRT walyses used iu N . S P  will be included U i  the technical dociunciita- 
tion section of the NAEP web site at http://rices.ed.gov/Ii~tioiisreportcard. 

lo hfislevy, R. J., and Sheehan, I<. M. (1987). Afarguial Estimation Procedures. In A. E. Beatoii (Ed.) Irnpleiiien~ig die 
New Design: The NAEP 1383-1984 Teclmicd Report (Report No: 15-TR-20). Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing 
Service. 
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values as the sample size increases. This 
would not be thc casc for population 
estimates obtained by aggregating optimal 
estimates of individual performance.” 

Item mapping is a procedure by which a 
rating on a writing task (such as “Sufficient” 
or bcttcr) is associated with a certain point 
on the 0-300 writing scale. The item maps 
for writing are presented at the end of 
chapter 5. For example, the “Sufficient” 
rating for il given writing task will map onto 
the scale at 150 if students with an average 
scale score of at least 150 have a good 
chance of earning a rating of “Sufficient” 
or better. It is not clear how to define “a 
good chance” in terms of the probability, 
expressed as a percentage, that a given 
student will respond to an item at thc scorc 
level designated. A response-probability 
convention has to be adopted that will 
dividc those studciits who have a higher 
probability of success from those who have 
a lower probability. Which response-prob- 
ability convention is adopted largely deter- 
mines where ratings on writing tasks will 
inap onto the writing scale. A lower-bound- 
ary convention maps the ratings on writing 
tasks to lower points on the scale, and a 
higher-boundary convention maps the same 
ratings on tasks to higher points on the 
scale. The undcrlyiiig distribution of writing 

Item Mapping Procedures 

skills in the population does not change, but 
the choice of a response probability coii- 
vention does have an impact on the propor- 
tion of the student population that is 
reported as “ablc to do” the tasks on the 
writing scale. 

There is no obvious choice of a point 
along the probability scale that is clearly 
superior to any otlicr point. On  one hand, if 
the convention were set with a boundary at 
50 percent, those above the boundary would 
be morc likcly to scorc at a particular rating 
(or higher) on the task than not, while those 
below the boundary would be more likely to 
receive a lower rating. -Although this con- 
vention has some intuitive appeal, it was 
rejected on the grounds that having a 50:50 
chance of getting a particular rating shows 
an insufficient degree of mastery. On the 
other hand, if the conventiok were set with 
a boundary at 80 percent, students above 
the criterion’would have a high Probability 
of receiving a given rating or higher. I-Iow- 
ever, many students below this criterion may 
possess substantial writing ability that would 
be ignored by such a stringent criterion. In 
particular, those with a 50-80 percent 
probability of receiving a particular rating 
(or highcr) would bc morc likely to receive 
that rAng than not, yet would not be in the 
group described as “able to achieve” that 
Icvcl of perforrnancc on the task. 

I’  For theoretical aid empirical jushficatioii of tlie procedures employed, see hiislevy, R J. (1388). Raidonuzation- 
Based Iiifereiices About Latent Variables From Complex Sanples. Pyrhomchiko, (56)2, 177-196. 
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In a compromise between the 50 percent 
and thc 80 percent conventions, NAEP has 
adopted a response probability convention 
of 65 percent for constructed-response 
questions such as writing tasks. This prob- 
ability convention was established, in part, 
based on an intuitive judgment that it would 
provide the best picture of students’ writing 
ability. 

Some additional support for this conven- 
tion was provided by Huynh.” He examined 
thc IRT information provided by itcms, 
according to the IRT model used in scaling 
NAEP questions. Following Bock, Huynh 
decomposed the item information into that 
provided by a correct response p-”($ I($] 
and that provided by an incorrect re- 
sponse[(l- P(q)) I(q)].” Huynh showed that 
the item information provided by a correct 
response to a constructed-response item is 
mx~imized at the point along the writing 
scale at which the probability of a correct 
response is two-thirds. It should be noted, 
however, that maximizing the item informa- 
tion I($, rather than the information 
provided by a correct response 
p(q) I($], would imply an item mapping 
criterion closer to 50 percent. 

Weighting and Variance 
Estimation 
A complex sample design was used to select 
thc students who were assessed. The prop- 
erties of a s;unple selected through such a 
design could be very different from those 
of a simple random sample, in which every 
student in the target population has an equal 
chance of selection and in which the obser- 

vations from different sampled students can 
be considcrcd to be statistically indcpcndcnt 
of one another. Therefore, the properties of 
the sample for the data collection design 
were taken into account during the analysis 
of the assessment data. 

One way that the properties of the 
sample design were addressed was by using 
sampling weights to account for the fact 
that the probabilities of selection were not 
identical for all students. All population and 
subpopulation characteristics bascd on thc 
assessment data were estimated using 
sampling weights. These weights included 
adjustments for school and student 
nonresponse. 

population characteristics be derived, but 
appropriate measures of the degree of 
uncertainty must be obtained for those 
statistics. Tbo components of uncertainty 
arc accountcd for in the variability of 
statistics based on student ability: (.) the 
uncertinty due to sampling only a relatively 
small numbcr of students, and @) the 
uncertainty due to sampling only a relatively 
s n d  number of cognitive questions (in this 
case, writing tasks). The first component 
accounts for the variability associated with 
the estimated percentages of students who 
had certain background characteristics or 
who had a certain rating for their responses 
to a task. 

Because NAEP uses complex sampling 
procedures, conventional formulas for 
estimating sampling variability that assume 
simple random sampling are inappropriate. 

Not only must appropriate estimates of 

’’ FIuyidi, T-I. (1998). On Score Locations of Bkiary and Partial Credlt Items mid Tlieir Application to Item hiappllig 

l 3  Bock, R. D. (1972). Eshiatitig Item Parameters and Latent Abhty Wien Respoiises are Scored iu Two or More 
and Criterion-Referenced Interpretation. Journul .f Edicutionul und Rebuviorul Jkhtics, 23(1), 35-56. 

Latent Cstegories. Pybometriku, 37, 29-51. 
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N.AEP uses a jackknife replication proce- 
durc to estimate standard crrors. Thc 
jackknife standard error provides a reason- 
able measure of uncertainty for any student 
information that can bc observed without 
error. However, because each student 
typically responds to only two writing tasks, 
the scale score for any single student would 
be imprecise. In this case, NAEP’s marginal 
estimation methodology can be used to 
describe the performance of groups and 
subgroups of students. The estimate of the 
variance of the students’ posterior scale 
score distributions (which reflect the impre- 
cision due to lack of measurement accuracy) 
is computed. This coinponcnt of variability 
is then included in the standard errors of 
NAEP scale 

Typically, when the standard error is 
based on a small number of students or 
when the group of students is enrolled in a 
small number of schools, the amount of 
uncertainty associated with the estimation 
of standard errors may be quite large. In 
such cases, the standard errors-and any 
confidence intervals or significance tests 
involving these standard errors-should be 
interpreted cautiously. Additional details 
concerning procedurcs for identifying such 
standard errors will be discussed in the 
technical documentation section of the 
NAEP wcb site at http://nccs.ed.gov/ 
nationsreportcard. 

The reader is reminded that, as with 
findings from all surveys, N.AEP results are 
subject to othcr kinds of error, including 
the effects of imperfect adjustment for 
student and school nonresponse and un- 
knowable effects associatcd with thc par- 

ticular instrumentation and data collection 
nicthods. Nonsampling crrors c m  bc 
attributed to a number of sources-inability 
to obtain complete information about all 
selected schools in the samplc (somc stu- 
dents or schools refused to participate, or 
students participated but answered only 
certain questions); ambiguous definitions; 
differences in interpreting questions; inabil- 
ity or unwillingness to give correct back- 
ground information; mistakes in recording, 
coding, or scoring data; ,and other errors in 
collecting, processing, sampling, and esti- 
mating missing data. The extent of 
nonsampling errors is difficult to estimate 
and, bccausc of their naturc, thc impact of 
such errors cannot be reflected in the data- 
based estimates of uncertainty provided in 
NAEP rcports. 

Drawing Inferences 
from the Results 
Because the percentages of students in 
these subpopulations and their average scale 
scores are based on samples rather than on 
the entire population of fourth-, eighth-, or 
isvelfth-graders in the nation or a jurisdic- 
tion, the numbers reported are estimates. As 
such, they are subject to a measure of 
unccrtainty, reflcctcd in thc standard crror 
of the estimate. When the estimated per- 
centages or average scale scores of certain 
groups arc compared, thc standard crror 
should be taken into account, and observed 
similarities or differences should not be 
relied on solely. Therefore, the comparisons 
discussed in this report are based on statisti- 
cal tests that consider the estimated stan- 
dard errors of those statistics and the 
magnitude of the difference among the 
averages or percentages. 

l 4  For further detds, see Jolmson, E. G., and Rust, I;. F (1992). Population Inferences and Variwce Esti~natio~l for 
NAEP Data. Jorrriiul .f .Edwtionul Stutistics, ( I  7)2, 175-190. 
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For the data presented in this report, all 
the estimates have corresponding estimated 
standard errors. For example, table A.8 
shows the average scale score for the NAEP 
1998 and 2002 national writing assessments, 
and table A.9 shows the percentage of 
studcnts within each achievement lcvel 
range and at or above achievement levels. 
In both tables, estimated standard errors 
appear in parentheses next to each esti- 
mated scale score or percentage. Additional 
examples of estimated standard errors 
corresponding with results included in this 
report are presented in tables A.lO, A.11, 
and A.12. For the estimated standard errors 
Corresponding to other data in this report, 
the reader can go to the data tool on the 
NCES web site at http://nces.ed.gov/ 
nationsreportcard/nacpdata/. 

Using confidence intervals based on the 
standard errors provides a way to take into 
account the uncertainty associated with 
sample estimates and to make inferences 
about the population averages and percent- 
ages in a mmner that reflects that uncer- 
tainty. An estimated sample average scale 
score plus or minus 1.96 standard errors 
approximates a 95 percent confidence 
interval for the corresponding population 
quantity. This statement means that one can 
conclude with an approximately 95 percent 
level of confidence that the average perfor- 
mancc of the entire population of intcrest 
(c.g., all fourth-grade studcnts in public and 
nonpublic schools) is within plus or minus 
1.96 standard errors of the sample avcragc. 

For example, suppose that the average 
writing scale scorc of the students in a 
parDcular group was 162 with an estimated 
standard error of 1.2. An approximately 95 ’ 
percent confidence interval for the popula- 
tion quantity would be as follows: 

Average f 1.96 standard errors 
162 f 1.96 x 1.2 

162 f 2.4 
(159.6, 164.4) 

Thus, one can conclude with a 95 percent 
level of confidcncc that the average scale 
scorc for the entire population of students 
in that group is bctwecn 159.6 and 164.4. It 
should be noted that this example and the 
examples in thc following sections are 
illustrative. More precise es timates carried 
out to one or more decimal places are used 
in the actual analyses. 

Similar confidence intervals can be 
constructed for pcrccntages, if the percent- 
ages are not extrcmcly large or extremely 
small. Extreme percentages should be 
interpreted with caution. Adding or sub- 
tracting the standard errors associated with 
extreme percentages could cause the confi- 
dence interval to exceed 100 percent or fa11 
below 0 percent, resulting in numbers that 
are not meaningful. A more complete 
discussion of extreme percentages will 
appear in the technical documentation 
section of the NAEP web site at http:// 
nces.ed.gov/nationsrepor tcard. 
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Table A.8 Average writing scale scores and standard errors, grades 4,8, and 12: 1998 and 2002 

1998 

150 (0.7) * 

2002 

154 (0.4) 

1 50 (0.6) 

150 (0.7) 

153 (0.5) 

148 (0.8) 

1 

* Signifirontly different from 2002. 
NOTL: Stondord errors of the eslirnoled scale scorer oppeor in parentheses. 
SOURCE U.S. Oeporlment of Education, Institute of Educolinn Sciences, Notional Center for Education StolMio, Notional Arsessment of Edurotionol Progress (NAEP), I998 and 2002 Writiig Assessments. 

Table A.9 Percentage of students and standard errors by writing achievement level, grades 4,8, and 12: 1998 and 
2002 

Below Basic 

1998 16 (0.4) * 
2002 14 (0.4) 

1998 16 (0.5) 
2002 15 (0.4) 

1998 22 (0.7) * 
2002 26 (0.7) 

At Basic 

61 (0.6) * 
58 (0.4) 

58 (0.5) * 
54 (0.5) 

57 (0.7) * 
51 (0.7) 

1 At or above ' At or above I 

At Proficient At Advanced Basic Proficient $1 

22 (0.7) * 1 (0.2) * 84 (0.4) * 23 (0.8) * 
26 (0.4) 2 (0.1) 86 (0.4) 28 (0.4) 

25 (0.7) *' l(O.1) * 84 (0.5) 27 (0.7) * 
29 (0.5) 2 (0.1) 85 (0.4) 31 (0.6) 

1 (0.1) * 78 (0.7) * 22 (0.7) 21 (0.7) 
22 (0.7) 2 (0.2) 74 (0.7) 24 (0.8) 

* Signifiionlly different from 2002. 
HOE Stondord errors of Ihe estboled percentages oppor in porenthesn. 
Percentognwilhin e a h  wri l ig orhivementlevel range moy no1 odd to 100,or to the exod perrentoges ot or obove achievement levek, due to mundimg. 
SOURCE U.S. Oepmlment of fducotinn, Institute of tdurotion Sciences, Notional Center for fducotion Stotistiq Notional Assessment of tducdiond Progress (NAEP), 1998 ond 2002 Writing Assessmenlr. 
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Table A.10 Average writing scale scores and standard errors, by student eligibility for free/reduted-price school lunch 
and rate/ethnicity , grades 4,8, and 12: 2002 

Information I 
Eligible Not eligible not available 

Total 141 (0.8) 163 (0.5) 161 (1.5) 
White 147 (0.5) 165 (0.5) 166 (1.2) 
Black 136 (0.8) 150 (1.2) 145 (2.0) 

Hispanic 137 (2.2) 155 (1.4) 147 (3.4) 
Asian/Pacific Islander 155 (2.7) 173 (1.9) 172 (3.7) 

American Indian/Alaska Native 132 (2.2) 151 (3.0) 143 (4.7) 

Total 136 (0.5) 162 (0.7) 161 (1.5) 
White 144 (0.7) 164 (0.7) 168 (1.6) 

142 (2.1) Black 129 (0.7) 145 (1.1) 
Hispanic 131 (1.1) 149 (1.5) 143 (2.0) 

AsianlPacific Islander 144 (2.6) 170 (2.9) 166 (5.5) 
American Indian/Alaska Native 127 (3.8) 151 (3.5) 135 (5.0) ! 

Total 132 (1.4) 152 (1.0) 156 (1.5) 
White 139 (1.9) 154 (1.0) 159 (1.5) 
Black 123 (1.5) 134 (2.0) 137 (3.1) 

Hispanic 130 (1.6) 139 (2.2) 144 (4.1) 

American IndiadAlaska Native *** (***I *** (***I ***(***I 
AsianlPacific Islander 134 (3.1) 155 (3.3) 161 (5.6) ! 

~~ 

I The noture 01 Ihe somple does not ollow otrurote determinotion 01 the vsiohilify of the stotiilir 
"'I"') Pudify control odivities and spedol molyis rdsed concerns obout the otcurocy ond precision of grode I2 h e r i t o n  lndion doto. As o result, lhey ore omitted from th report. 
NOTL S t d o r d  e m s  of the atimoted xole scores oppesin porentheres. 
SOURCE U.S. Deportment of Edutdion, Institute of Educntion Winces, Notiond Center for tducotion Stotktio, Notionol Assessment of Edutotiinal Progress "MP), 2002 Yvriting Assessment. 
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Table A . l l  Average writing stole stores and stondard errors, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002 

Nation (Public) 
Alobomo 
Arizono 

Arkonsos 
Colifornio 4 
Colorodo 

Connecticut 
D e I o w o r e 

Florid0 
G e o r g i o 

Howoii 
ldoho 

lndiono 
Kansos * 

Kentucky 
Louisiono 

Moine 
Maryland 

Mossochusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesoto 4 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montono 4 

Nebraska 
Nevada 

New Mexico 
New York 4 

North Corolino 
North Dokoto 4 

Ohio 
Oklohomo 

Oregon * 
Pennsylvonio 
Rhode Island 

South Corolino 
Tennessee 

Texos 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Woshington 
West Virginia 
. Wisconsin 4 

Wyoming 

Arnericon Somoa 
District of Columbio 

DDESS ’ 
DoDDS 

Guom 

Other Jurisdictions 

1998 

148 (0.6) * 
144(1.4) 
143 (1.5) 
137 (1.2) **** 
141 (1.8) 
151 (1.3) 
165 (1.4) 
144 (1.4) **** 
142 ( I  .2) *,** 
146(1.3) 
135 (1.0) 

- 
- 
- 

146 (1.5) 
136 ( I  .4) *,** 
155 (1.5) 
147 ( I  .5) *,** 
155 (1.7) *,** 

148 (1.9) 
13411.3) *,** 
142 (1.4) **** 
150(1.5) 

140 (0.9) 
141 (0.8) 
146 (1.5) *,** 
150 (1 3)  *,** 

- 

- 

- 
- 

152 (1.3) 
149 (1.5) * 

148 (0.7) *,** 
140 (1.1) *,** 
148(1.8) 
154 (1.5) 
143(1.2) 

153 ( I  .2) 
148 (1.5) **** 
144 (1.6) 
153 (1.3) 
146(1.4) **I* 

- 

- 

- 
126(1.2) 
160 (2.6) 
156 (1.2) *,** - 

2002 1 
152 (0.6) 
142(1.5) 
141 (1.6) 
142 (1.3) 
144(1.8) 

164(15) 
159 (0.6) 
154 (1.6) 
147 (1.4) 
138 (0.8) 
151 (1.3) 
150 (1.5) 
155(1.5) 
149 (1.1) 
142(1.6) 
157 ( I  .2) 
157(1.5) 
163 (1.5) 
147 (1.6) 

141 (1.1) 
151 (1.2) 
152 (1.3) 
156 ( I  .3) 
137 (0.9) 
140 ( I  .1) 
151 (1.6) 
157 (1.3) 
147 (1.2) 
160 (2.1) 
150 (I  .2) 
lSS(2.1) 
154 ( I  .4) 
151 (0.8) 
146(1.1) 
148 (1.5) 
152 (1.6) 
143 (1.0) 
163 (1.2) 
157(1.3) 
155 (1.8) 
144 ( I  .4) 

151 (0.9) 

- 

- 

- 

95 (2.3) 
128 (0.8) 
I64 (1.5) 
161 (0.8) 
130 (1.4) 

Virgin Islands 124 (3.8) 128 (1.2) 
- Indicates that the jurisdidion did not pmticiigote M did not meet minimum pmfidpatim guidel i i  for repodmg. 
4 lndicotes that lhe jurisdiction did not meet one or morn of the guidelines for whod pmficiiotion in 2002. 
* Significantly different from 2002 when only one juiidictim or the notion is being examined. 
** Significonlly different from 2002 when using o multiplecomporison protedure hmed an d iurisdidions lhot pmficipated bolh yem ’ Notiond results that ore presented for assessments prior to 2W2 ore bmed on the notiond romplo, not m aggregated slate m ~ n m e n t  m p l e ~ .  
*Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementmy and Setondory Shook. Depmfment of Defenss DependentsSdumk(Ovenem). 
H O E  Comoorative oerfmnonce results mnv he offected bv C~OIMIK in exclusion rites for students with dirobiliiies ond limited b$i proficient students in the NAtP somoles. 

BEST60PYAVAlLAE)hE 

SOURCL U.i. Deporhent of Education, lnstbute of tducotid S a k ,  Notional Center for Education Statistics, Notionol Assessmel;( of iducstionol Rogress (HAEPI, 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments. 
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Table A.12 Percentage of students at  or above proficient in writing and standard errors, by race/ethnicity, grade 8 
public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002 

Nation (Public) 
Alabamo 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
California t 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

Florida 
Georgia 
Howoii 
Idaho 

Indiana 
Kansas * 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Morylond 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota I 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 

Nevoda 
New Mexico 

New York 1 
North Carolina 
North Dakota * 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon * 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

Texas 
Utoh 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington * 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin I 
Wyoming 

American Samoa 
District of Columbia 

ODES5 
DoDDS 
Guam 

Virgin Islands 

Tennessee 4 

Other Juristdions 

White 

1998 
31 (1.0) + 

22 ( I  .4) 
28 (2.1 1 
16(1.4) + 

30 (2.5) 
32(1.8) 
52 ( I  .6) 
28 (2.2) +,++ 

26 (2.3) +,++ 
31 (2.3) 
20 (3.3) - 

- 
- 

22(1.8) 
17 ( I  .3) + e f t  

32 ( I  .7) 
31 (2.0) +,++ 

36 (2.1 1 +*++ 

- 
27 (2.2) 
17 (1.4) 
20 ( I  .6) *,++ 
26 (I  .9) 

21 (1.2) 
27 (2.1 ) 
29 (2.2) +*++ 

35 (2.2) + 

- 

- 
- 

29 (1.6) 
28 (1.7) + 

- 
29 (1.5) +*'+ 

22 (1.5) +,++ 
28 (2.1) 
40 (2.1) 
23 (1.2) 

33 (1.7) 
27 (2.0) +,'* 
18 (1.7) 
30 ( I  .8) 
24 (1.9) 

- 

- 
53 (10.3) 
47 (3.8) 
37 (2.7) 

*+*(+++I 
- 

2002 
37 (0.7) 
26 (2.0) 
27 (2.2) 
22 (1.8) 
34 (2.8) 

55 (1.8) 
43(1.1) 
41 (1.9) 
33 (2.0) 
21 (2.6) 
30 (1.7) 
29 (2.4) 
36 (1.8) 
26(1.6) 
26 (1.9) 
36 ( I  .5) 
45 (2.2) 
49(1.5) 
29 (1.8) 

20 (2.0) 
29 ( I  .6) 
32(1.6) 
35 (2.2) 
19(1.2) 
29 (2.0) 
41 (2.5) 
43 (2.2) 
25 (1.6) 
42 (2.5) 
31 (1.8) 
35 (2.4) 
37 (1.8) 
35 (1.3) 
28 ( I  .9) 
27 (2.0) 
47 (2.7) 
25 (1.1) 
42 ( I  .6) 
39 (2.2) 
37 (2.4) 
21 (1.4) 

30 (1.3) 

*++(,,,I 
+++(ttl) 
51 (2.8) 
43 (1.8) 
+++(++$I 
+++(**+I 

- 

- 

- 

Black 

1998 
7 (0.7) + 

6 (1.5) 
6 (3.7) 
4(1.1) 

11 (3.3) 
10 (4.9) 
14 (2.9) 
9 (2.0) +,++ 
7 (I  .6) *,++ 
9 (1.3) 

+++(+++) 
- 
- 
- 

8 (2.9) 
4 (0.9) +*++ 

+++(+++) 

7 (2.0) +-** 
9 (3.4) 

8 (3.5) 
4 (1.0) 
4(1.8) + 

+*+(+++I 

10 (3.8) 
29 (8.6) 

7 (2.4) 
1 1  (1.5) +*++ 

- 

- 

- 
- 

7 (3.6) 
+*+(*++I 

10 (2.9) 
511.3) + 

9 (2.2) 
20 (3.9) 
+*+(*++I 

12 (1.7) 
11 (4.7) 
16 (5.9) 
16 (3.8) 
+++(++*I 

- 

- 

- 
9 (1.3) 

27 (5.1) 
22 (4.0) 

8 (2.3) 
- 

2002 
13 (0.6) 

9 (1.5) 
13 (4.4) 
8 (2.2) 

lO(3.1) 

I 5  (2.7) 
18(1.3) 
17 (2.4) 
I4  (2.1) 
17 (6.2) 
***(+++) 
7 (2.9) 

13 (4.5) 
12 (2.6) 
8(1.1) 

++*(+++) 

17 (2.0) 
18 (3.4) 
9 (2.5) 

b(1.1) 
13 (3.5) 
***(***I 
10 (4.4) 
8 (2.2) 

+++(+++) 

12 (2.4) 
lE(1.9) 
***(**+I 
14 (3.7) 
13 (2.7) 
++*(+++) 

7 (1.5) 
10 (2.2) 
9 (1.2) 

12 (2.8) 
20 (3.1) 
+++(i(*t) 
+++(+*+) 

1411.7) 
19 (5.2) 
I 3  (5.3) 

+**(***I 

+,(*++) 

8 (0.9) 
27 (4.5) 
25 (2.8) 
++*(++*) 

4 (0.9) 

- 

- 

- 

1998 
9(1.2) 

+**(**+I 
7 (1.4) 

++*(+++) 

7 (1.3) 
9(1.6) 

13 (4.6) 
12 (4.5) 
15 (3.2) * 
+**(+*+) 
+**(++*I 

- 
- 
- 

+++(+++) 

+++(+++) 

+*+(+**I 
12 (4.4) 
6 (2.2) 

+++(+++I 
++*(+++) 

+*+(*+*) 
++*(+**) 

7 (1.8) 
11  (1.5) 
5 (1.8) 

+*+(***I 

- 

- 

- 
- 

13 (4.6) 
13 (4.5) 

5 (2.0) 
+**(*++I 
+++(+*+I 
20 (2.3) 

5 (2.6) 

21 (6.0) 
7 (2.6) 

+**(+++) 

I 3  (5.4) ! 
14 (5.7) 

- 

- 

- 
lO(5.1) 
32 (6.6) 
28 (5.2) 

7 (4.0) 
- 

1 Hispanic 

2002 
15(1.2) 
++*(***I 
9(1.4) 

12 (3.6) 
13 (2.6) 

I7 (4.1) 
20 (4.2) 
26 (2.9) 

7 (2.5) 
+++(+++) 

1 1  (2.8) 
++*(***I 
13 (4.5) 
++Y) 
+++(+++) 

+**(++*I 
24 (4.8) 
10 (2.8) 
+++(+++) 

*+*(+++I 
*++(***I 
***(**+I 
11 (3.2) 
7 (1.4) 

I 3  (1.2) 
12 (2.8) 
16 (4.3) 
*+*(*++I 
*++(*++) 
13 (5.1) 
17 (3.9) 
9 (2.6) ! 
9 (1.9) 

*+*(+*+I 
+++(+++I 
17 (2.0) 
10 (2.5) 
+++(**+I 
20 (6.0) 
16 (3.0) 
*++(+**I 

12 (3.3) 

+*+(*++) 
11 (3.1) 
38 (5.2) 
28 (4.3) 
*+*(+**I 
2(1.9) 

- 

- 

- 

See footnotes at end of table. F 
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Table A.12 Percentage of students at or above proficient in writing and standard errors, by race/ethnicity, grade 8 
public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002-Continued 

Nation (Public) 
Alabama 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
California 4 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Indiana 
Kansas 1 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota * 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 4 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Mexico 

New York 4 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 4 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 4 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
Tennessee 1 

Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington 4 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

American Samoa 
District of Columbia 

DDESS 
DoDDS 
Guam 

Virgin Islands 

Other Jurisdictions 

Asian/Pacific Islander American Indian/Alaska Native 

1998 
30 (5.8) 
*+*(**I) 
*+*(*++I 
*+*oil 
35 (5.9) 
34 (8.9) 
+**(**+I 
*++(**I) 
***(+++) 
*++(+*+I 
15 (1.2) 

- 
- 
- 

+++(I;**) 
+**(***I 
***(*+*I 
40 (8.7) 
36 (8.1) 

I 1  (4.8) 
**+(*++I 
+**(***I 
***(**+I 

18 (6.0) 
***(**I) 
27 (7.8) ! 
**+(++*I 

+**(*++I 
35 (6.2) 

19 (6.2) 
*++(***I 
+++(+++) 

35 (7.0) 
16 (5.6) 

40 (7.7) 
27 (5.9) 
+**(**I) 
*++(**I) 
***(**I) 

- 

- 

- 
- 

- 

- 

- 
*++(*++I 
*++(***I 
30 (7.1) 

*++(***) 
- 

2002 
39 (2.8) 
*+Y) 
*+*(.*') 
*++(*+*I 
36 (4.8) 

55 (6.3) 
63 (7.1) 
47 (8.1) 
27 (6.2) 
18 (1.0) 
*+*(**+) 
***(+**I 
*++(***I 
*+*(,,,I 
***(*+*I 
***oil  
55 (7.2) 
45 (6.2) 
*+*oil  

***(*+*I 
*+*(***) 
+**(+++I 
**+(*++I 
28 (4.8) 
+**oil 
34 (7.5) 
*+*(***I 
***m 
*++(*,I 
+*+(l*+) 
41 (7.5) 

31 (10.4) ! 
***(+**) 
***(***I 
***(***I 
30 (9.2) ! 
17 (5.8) 
*+*(***I 
46 (7.2) 
35 (4.6) 
***(**I) 

*+*Y) 

3 (1.3) 
***(***) 
***m 
35 (6.3) 
13(1.4) 
***(*+*I 

- 

- 

- 

1998 
11 (4.6) ! 
***(**I) 
12 (5.9) 
***(**I) 
+*oi) 
+**oi) 
**(*++I 
*++(+*+) 

++*(*"I 
+*Y) 
*++PI - 

- 
- 

*+*(I;**) 
+**(+*+I 
+**PI 
***(+*+I 
***(***I 

***(*+*I 
**+(+++) 

"*(***I 
14 (4.5) ! 

*++(***I 
12 (2.2) 
+**(**I) 
18 (6.4) 

- 

- 

- 
- 

16 (4.0) 
+**(**I) 

***(+**I 
***(.**I 
+++(tt+l 
***(*++I 
*++(*++I 

**+(***I 
***(**+I 
+**(***I 
*+*(*+*I 
8 (5.2) ! 

- 

- 

- 
+*+(***I 
+**(**I) 
**+(*++I 

+++(.*+I 
- 

2002 
17 (2.6) 
*++(*+*I 
8 (2.2) ! 

+*+(**+) 
+**oil  

+++(*+*I 
+++o i l  
+++oil 
***oil 
*+*(*t*) 
*+*(*+*I 
*++(***I 
***(***I 
++*(."I 
+++(*+*I 
+++(+**) 

+++(**I) 
***(+*+I 
**+(.++I 

**+(*+*I 
*++(***I 
lO(1.6) ! 
**+(***I 
*+*(*+*I 

9 (2.4) 
+**(**+I 
***(*++I 
7 (3.5) ! 

**(++*I 
22 (2.6) 
***(*+*I 
+*+(++*I 
***(.*+I 
***(*+*I 
*++(**+I 
***(**+I 
*+Y) 
+++(+**) 

+*+(*+*) 
+**(.**I 
***(**+) 

13 (4.9) 

*'+(*+*I 
**+(+**I 
*+*(+**I 
***(.*+I 
**+(***) 
I++(*+*) 

- 

- 

- 

I Other 

1998 2002 
20 (6.3) ! 28 (5.0) 
+*+(++*) 
*++(***I 
+*+(+++I 
+*+oil 
+++m 
**+(lit*) 

***(+++I 
*+*(+**) 
*++(***I 
11 (2.7) 

- 
- 
- 

*+*(+**I 
*++oil 
+**(***I 
***(+**I 
***(***I 

+++(***) 
*++(*++I 
**+(+**I 
*++(+++I 

*+*(.**) 
***(***I 
*+*(***I 
+++(**I) 

*+*(**I) 
***(***I 

***(+++) 
+*+(**+I 
***(*+*) 
**+(.**) 
*+*(***I 

++*(**+I 
*+*(*+*I 
**(**+I 
+*+(***I 
***(+*+I 

- 

- 

- 
- 

- 

- 

- 
***(++*I 
*Ti(*) 
29 (3.0) 

**+(*+*I 
- 

*+*(***I 
++*(***) 
*+*(*++I 
+*Y*) 

**+(***I 
*++(++*) 

**+(***I 
+**(**I) 
18 (2.7) 
***(***I 
*++(++*) 

*++(+*+I 
***(++*) 
*+*(**+I 
***(***I 
*+*(***I 
***(***) 
***(*+*I 

***(*+*I 
***(+*+) 
***PI 
+++(+**) 

+**(+**I 
+++(*,I 
++*m 
***(***I 
*++(+**) 

*+*PI 
*+*(*+*I 
++*(**+I 
**+(*+*I 
*+*(***) 
*+*PI 
***(+**I 
*+*(***I 
**+PI 
+++(*+*) 
***(*+*I 
++*(+++) 
**+(**I 

***(++*I 

***(+**I 
+**(***I 
45 (8.4) 
38 (3.0) 
***(*++I 
***(+++I 

- 

- 

- 

- Indicates thot the jurididion did not pnrticiiote 01 did not meet minimum pofliupotion guidelines for repofling. 
!The nofurs of the smple does not oUnv orwrote determinolion of the vMobility of  the dotistir. 
1 Indicates that the jurisdiction did no1 meel one or mwe of the guidelines for rthod pmtitipohn in 1002. 
* Significantly different from 2002 when only one iurirldion or Qe notion K being exomined. 
** Egnificontly different from 2001 d e n  using o multiple-camporiron procedure bmed on d juristlidions thot participated bath yem 
.I. ... ( 1 Sample rhe is insufficient to permit o relnble estiiote. 

D e p i m e n t  of Defense Domestic Dependenl Oementory ad kcondory khoob. Depmtment of Defense Dependents S h h  (Overnos). 
Comporotiie pwfwmonce resubs moy be dfected by chonger in exclusion roles foi students with Lobilities ond smiled English proficient students in the NAEP somples. 
SOURCE US. Depadment of tducotion, lnslifute of tducotion Sciences, N o t i d  Center for tducotion Stotbtiq Notiand h s m e n t  of tducntiond Ragress (NAEP), 1998 ond 2002 Writhg bsessmentr. 
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Analyzing Group Differences 
in Averages and Percentages 
Statistical tests determine whether the 
evidence, based on the data from the groups 
in the sample, is strong enough to concludc 
that thc averages or percentages are actually 
diffcrcnt for thosc groups in thc population. 
If the evidence is strong (i.e., the difference 
is statistically significant), thc rcport dc- 
scribcs thc group avcragcs or pcrccntagcs as 
bcing diffcrcnt (c.g., one group pcrformcd 
highcr or lowcr than another group), rcgard- 
less of whether the sample averages or 
pcrccntagcs appcar to bc approximatcly thc 
same. The reader is cautioncd to rely on the 
results of the statistical tests rather than on 
the apparent magnitudc of the difference 
between sample averages or percentages 
whcn dctcrmining whcthcr thc samplc 
differences are likely to represent actual 
diffcrcnces among thc groups in thc popula- 
tion. 

To determine whether a real difference 
cxists bctwccn thc avcragc scalc scores (or 
percentages of a certain attribute) for two 
groups in tlic population, onc nccds to 
obtain an cstimatc of thc dcgrcc of uncer- 
tainty associatcd with the diffcrcncc bc- 
twccn thc avcragcs (or pcrccntagcs) of thcsc 
groups for the sample. This estimate of the 
dcgrcc of unccrtainty, callcd thc “standard 
error of the difference” between the 
groups, is obtained by taking the square of 
cach group’s standard crror, summing thc 
squared standard errors, and taking the 
squarc root of that sum. 
Standard Error of the Difference = 

’ 

SEA, = ,/(SEA2 + SE,’) 

The standard error of the difference can 
be used, just like the standard error for an 
individual group average or percentage, to 
hclp detcrminc whcthcr diffcrcnccs among 
groups in the population are real. The 
difference between the averages or percent- 
ages of thc two groups plus or minus 1.96 
standard errors of the difference represents 
an approximately 95 percent confidence 
interval. If the resulting intcrval includes 
zero, there is insufficient evidence to claim a 
real difference between the groups in the 
population. If the intcrval does not contain 
zcro, the difference bctwcen the groups is 
statistically significant at the 0.05 level. 
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The following example of comparing 
groups, addrcsses thc problcm of dctcrmin- 
ing whether the average writing scale scorc 
of group A is highcr than that of group B. 
Thc samplc cstimatcs of thc average scalc 
scores and cstiinated standard crrors arc as 
follows: 

Average S tandard 
Group Scale Score Error 

A 137 0.9 
B 135 1.1 

‘The difference between the estimates of 
the average scale scores of groups A and R 
is hvo points (137-135). The estimated 
standard error of this difference is 

J(O.9’ + 1 . 1 2 )  = 1.4 

Thus, an approximately 95 percent 
confidence interval for this difference is 
plus or minus 1.96 standard crrors of the 
difference. 

2 2 1.96 X 1.4 
2 5 2.7 

(-0.7, 4.7) 

The value zero is within the confidence 
interval; therefore, there is insufficient 
evidence to claim that group A outper- 
formed group B. 

The procedure above is appropriate to 
use when it is reasonable to assume that the 
groups being compared have been indepen- 
dently sampled for the assessment. Such an 
assumption is clcarly warrantcd when 
comparing results across assessment years 
(e.g., comparing the 1998 and 2002 rcsults 
for a particular statc or subgroup) or whcn 

comparing state results with each other. 
This is the approach uscd for NAEP rcports 
when comparisons involving independent 
groups are made. The assumption of 
independence is violated to some degrcc 
when comparing group results for the 
nation or a particular state (e.g., comparing 
national 2002 results for males and females), 
since these samples of students have been 
drawn from the same schools. When the 
groups being compared do not share stu- 
dents (as is the,case, for esample, comparing 
males and females) the impact of this 
violation of the independence assumption 
on the outcome of the statistical tests is 
assumed to bc small, and NAEP, by convcn- 
tion, has, for computational convenience, 
routinely applied the procedures described 
abovc to thosc cases as wcll. 

When making comparisons of results for 
groups that share a considerable proportion 
of students in common, it is not appropriate 
to ignore such dependencies. In such cases, 
NAEP has used procedures appropriate to 
comparing dependent groups. When the 
dependence in group results is due to the 
overlap in samples (e.g., when a subgroup is 
being compared to a total group), a simple 
modification of the usual standard crror of 
the difference formula can be used. The 
formula for such cases is:” 

wherep is the proportion of the total group 
contained in the subgroup. This formula 
was uscd for this rcport whcn a statc was 
cornparcd to the aggregate nation or a 
school district was compared to the entire 
statc it belongs to. 

Is This is a special form of the coinrxioii formula for standard error of dependent samples. The stuidard forniula CNI 

be fomid, for example, it1 Wsli ,  L. (1995). S u n y  Sunpling. New York Jolui Wiley a i d  Soils, Iiic. 
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Conducting Multiple Tests 
Thc proccdurcs in thc prcvious scction and 
thc certainty ascribcd to intcrvals (c.g., a 95 
pcrccnt confidcncc intcrval) arc bascd on 
statistical tlicory that assumcs that only one 
confidence interval or test of statistical 
significancc is being performed. However, 
there are times when many different groups 
are being compared (ix., multiple sets of 
confidence intervals are being analyzed). In 
sets of confidence intervals, statistical 
tlicory indicatcs that thc certainty associated 
with the entire set of intervals is Icss than 
that attributablc to cach individual compari- 
son from thc sct. To hold thc significancc 
lcvcl for thc sct of comparisons at a pxticu- 
lar lcvcl (c.g., 0.05), adjustincnts (callcd 
“multiple comparison procedures”) l6 must 
bc madc to thc mcthods dcscribcd in thc 
previous section. One such procedure, the 
Benjamini-FIochberg False Discovery Rate 
(FDR) proccdurc was uscd to control thc 
certainty level.” 

Unlike the other multiplc comparison 
proccdurcs that control the familywise error 
rate ( i t . ,  the probability of making even one 

false rejection in the set of comparisons), 
the FDR proccdurc controls thc cxpcctcd 
proportion of falsely rejected hypotheses. 
Furthcrmorc, thc FDR proccdure uscd in 
NAEP is considcrcd appropriately lcss 
conscrvativc dim familywisc proccdurcs for 
largc familics of comparisons.’* Thcrcforc, 
the FDR procedure is more suitable for 
multiplc comparisons in NAEP than othcr 
procedures. A detailed description of the 
FDR procedure will appear in the technical 
documcntation scction of thc NAEP wcb 
site at http://nces.ed.gov/ 
nationsrcportcard. 

To illustrate how the FDR procedurc is 
used, consider the comparisons of current 
and prcvious ycxs’ avcragc writing scalc 
scores for thc five groups presented in table 
A.13. Notc that thc diffcrcncc in avcragc 
scalc scorcs atid the estimatcd standard 
crror of the diffcrcncc arc calculatcd in a 
way comparablc to that of thc cxamplc in 
the previous section. The test statistic shown 
is thc diffcrcncc in avcragc scalc scorcs 
divided by the estimated standard error of 
the difcrence. (Rounding of the data occurs 
after the test is done.) 

Miller, R. G. (1981). Simulhit~eous Statisticallty’crence. (2nd ed). New York Springer-Verlag. 

hhltiple ’l’esting. Jourtzal of the Roya/Sfatistiral Socie9 Series B, no. 1,289-300. 

From State-to-State Differaces iu Educatiotial Acluevemeiit. Journal of Edurafionul andBehaviorul Sfatidu, 24(1), 12- 
69. 

l7 Benjamiui, Y, and Hochberg, Y (1995). Coiitrolliug the False Discovery Rate: A Practical and Powerful Approach to 

’’ Wdiatiis, V. S. L., Jones, L. \?, aiid Tukey, J. W (1999). Coiitrolluig Error hi Ahltiple Cornparisoils with Exatiiples 
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Table A.13 Example of FDR comparisons of average scale scores for different groups of students 

Previous year 

Average Stondord 
stale score error 

Group 1 224 1.3 
Group 2 187 1.7 
Group 3 191 2.6 
Group 4 229 4.4 
Group 5 201 3.4 

I Current year Previous year and current year 

Avemge Standard Diierente Standard Test Pertent 
stale store error in averages error of difference statistic confidence’ 

226 1 .o 2.08 1.62 1.29 20 
193 1.7 6.31 2.36 2.68 1 
197 1.7 6.63 3.08 2.15 4 
232 4.6 3.24 6.35 0.51 62 
196 4.7 -5.51 5.81 -0.95 35 

Thc difference in average scale scores and 
its estimated standard error can be used to 
find an approximatcly 95 pcrccnt confi- 
dence interval as in the example in the 
previous section or they can be used to 
idcntify a confidcncc pcrccntagc. In thc 
example in the previous section, because an 
approximately 95 percent confidence 
interval was desired, the number 1.96 was 
used to multiply the estimated standard 
error of the difference to create the ap- 
proximate confidencc interval. In  the 
current example, the Confidence interval for 
the test statistics is identified from statisticdl 
tables. Instead of checking to see if zero is 
within the 95 percent confidence interval 
about the mean, the significance level from 
the statistical tables can be directly com- 
pared to 100 - 95 = 5 percent. 

If the comparison of average scale scores 
across two years was made for only one of 
tlic fivc groups, there would be a significant 
difference between the average scale scores 
for the two years if the significance level 
were less than 5 pcrcent. Hoyever, because 
we are interested in the difference in average 
scale scores across the two years for all five 
of the groups, comparing each of the 

significance levels to 5 percent is not 
adequate. Groups of students defined by 
sharcd characteristics, such as racial/cthnic 
groups, are treated as sets or families whcn 
making comparisons. However, compari- 
sons of avcragc scale scorcs for each pair of 
years were treated separately, so the steps 
described in this example would be repli- 
cated for the comparison of other current 
and previous year average scale scores. 

Using the FDR procedure to take into 
account that all comparisons are of interest 
to us, the percents of confidence in the 
example are ordered from largest to small- 
est: 62, 35, 20, 4, and 1. In the FDR proce- 
dure, 62 pcrccnt confidcncc for thc group 4 
comparison would be compared to 5 
percent, 35 percent for the group 5 com- 
parison would bc cornpared to 
0.05 X (5-1)/5 = 0.04 = 4 percent,” 20 
percent for the group 1 comparison would 
be compared to 0.05 X (5-2)/5 = 0.03 = 
3 percent, 4 percent for the group 3 com- 
parison would be compared to 0.05 X 
(5-3)/5 = 0.02 = 2 percent, and 1 percent 
for the group 2 comparison 
(actually slightly smaller than 1 prior to 
rounding) would be compared to 0.05 X 

l9 l l i e  level of coiifideilce times die number of comparisons illinus one divided by the number of comparisons is 0.05 
X (5-1)/5 = 0.04 = 4 percent. 
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(5-4)/5 = 0.01 = 1 percent. The proce- 
dure stops with the first contrast found to 
be significant. The last of these compari- 
sons is the only one for which thc pcrccnt 
confidencc is smaller than the FDR proce- 
dure value. The difference in the currcnt 
year and prcvious ye;irs’ avcragc scale scores 
for the group 2 students is significant; for all 
of the othcr groups, avcrage scalc scores for 
current and previous year are not signifi- 
cantly different from one another. In 
practice, a vcry small numbcr of 
counterintuitive results occur when the 
FDR procedures are uscd to examine 
bctwcen-year differences in subgroup 
rcsults by jurisdiction. In those cascs, results 
wcrc not included in this report. 

Results arc provided for groups of students 
dcfined by shared characteristics--gciider, 
race or ethnicity, school’s type of location, 
Titlc I participation, cligbility for free/ 
reduced-price school lunch, and type of 
school. Based on participation ratc criteria, 
results are reported for subpopulations only 
when sufficient numbers of students and 
adcquatc school rcprcscntation arc prescnt. 
“The minimum requirement is at least 62 
students in a particular subgroup from at 
lcast fivc primary sampling units (PSUS).~ 

NAEP Reporting Groups 

Race/E t hnicity 
In all NAEP assessments, data about 
student race/ethnicity is collected from two 
sources: school rccords and student self- 
rcports. Previously, NAEP has used student 
self-rcportei race as thc primaiy race/ 
ethnicity reporting variablc. In 2002, it was 
decided to change the student race/ethnicity 
variable highlighted in NAEP rcports. 
Starting in 2002, school-recorded race will 
become the race/ethnicity variable pre- 
sented in NAEP rcports. Information bascd 
on student self-reported race/ethnicity will 
continue to be availablc on the NAEP Data 
Tool (http://nces.cd.gov/ 
nationsreportcard/nacpdat;i/). 

In ordcr to allow comparisons across 
years, both the 1998 and 2002 writing 
assessment results prcsented in this report 
arc bascd on school-reported information 
for six mutually cxclusivc racial/cthnic 
Categories: White, Black, Hispanic, Asian/ 
Pacific Islander, American Indian (including 
Alaska Nativc), and Other. Students who wcrc 
identified with more than one of the first five 
categories or had a background other than the 
ones listed were categorized as Other. ‘Infor- 
mation about the percentage of students 
idcntificd as Other is presented in tables B.12 
and 13.13 in appendix B. 

Mowcver, thc data for all studcnts, rcgard- 
lcss of whethcr thcir subgroup was rcportcd 
separatcly, were includcd in computing 
ovcrall rcsults. Dcfinitions of the subpopu- 
lations are presented below. 

Gender 
Results arc rcportcd scparatcly for malcs 
and fcmalcs. 

Type of Location 
Results from thC 2002 assessment arc 
reported for students attcnding schools in 
three mutually exclusive location types: 

Central ccp: This catcgory includes ccntral 
cities of all Consolidated Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (CMSA) or Mctropolitan 
Statistical Area (MSA) as defined by the 

*O For the NAEP uatioiial assessiiieuts prior t o  2002, a PSU is a selected geographic rcgioti (a comity, group of 
couuities, or iiietropolitau statistical arca). In 2002, the first-stage satupling units arc scllools (puiblic n d  noiipuiblic) 
ill the selectiou of the combined sample. Further detds about the procedure for determining miiiimiun sample size 
will appear in die tecluucd dociuneutatiou sectioii of tlie NAEP web site at Iittp://tices.ed.gov/iiationsreportcard. 
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Office of Management and Budget. Central 
city is a geographical tcrm and is not syn- 
onymous with “inner city.” 
Uhnjingel lurge toivn: The urban fringe 
category includes any incorporated place, 
census designated place, or non-place 
territory within a CMSA or MSA of a large 
or mid-sized city and defined as urban by 
thc U.S. Census Bureau, but which do not 
qualify as central city. A largc town is 
defined as a place outside a CMSA or MSA 
with a population greatcr than or equal to 
25,000. 

RtlrdIsmulL town: Rural includcs all places 
and arcas with populations of less than 
2,500 that arc classificd as rural by the U.S. 
Census Burcau. A small town is defined as a 
place outside a CMSA or hlSA with a 
population of less than 25,000, but greater 
than or equal to 2,500. 

Rcsults for each type of location are not 
coinparcd across ycars. This is due to ncw 
methods used by NCES to identify the type 
of location assigned to each school in the 
Common Corc of Data (CCD). Thc ncw 
methods were put into place by NCES in 
ordcr to improve the quality of the assign- 
mcnts, and thcy take into account more 
information about the exact physical loca- 
tion of the school. The variablc was rcvised 
in NAEP begmning with the 2000 assess- 
mcnts. 

Title I Participation 
Based on available school records, studcnts 
wcre classificd cithcr as currently participat- 
ing in a Title I program, receiving Title I 
services, or as not receiving such scrvices. 
Thc classification applics only to the school 
ycar whcn the assessmcnt was administcrcd 
(i.c., thc 2001-02 school ycar) and is not 
based on participation in previous years. If 

the school docs not offer any Title I programs 
or serviccs, all students in that school would 
be classified as not participating. 

Eligibility’for Free/Reduced-Price 
School lunch 
As part of the Department of Agriculture’s 
National School Lunch Program, schools 
can receive cash subsidies and donated 
commodities in turn for offering free or 
reduced-price lunches to cligiblc childrcn. 
Based on available school records, students 
werc classificd as cithcr currently cligible for 
t hc  frec/reduced-pricc school lunch or not 
eligiblc. Eligibility for free and reduced-price 
lunches is determined by studcnts’ family 
income in relation to the federally estab- 
lished poverty lcvcl. Frcc lunch qualification 
is set at 130 percent of the poverty level, 
and reduced-price lunch qualification is set 
at 170 percent of the poverty level. The 
classification applies only to the school year 
whcn thc asscssrnent w a s  administcred 
(i.e., the 2001-02 school year) and is not 
bascd on cligibility in prcvious years. If 
school rccords wcrc not available, the 
student was classified as “Information not 
available.’’ If the school did not participatc 
in the program, all students in that school 
wcrc classificd as “Information not availablc.” 

Type of School 
Results are reported by the type of school 
that the student attends-public or 
nonpublic. Nonpublic schools include 
Catholic and othcr private schools. Because 
thcy are funded by fedcral authorities, not 
statellocal governments, Bureau of Indian 
Affairs (BIA) schools and Department of 
Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary 
and Secondary Schools (DDESS) are not 
included in either the public or nonpublic 
categories; they arc included in the overall 
national rcsults. 
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Grade 12 Participation Rates 
NliEP has bccn dcscribed as a “low-stakcs” 
asscssrnent. That is, students rcccivc no 
individual scorcs, and their NAEP pcrfor- 
mancc has no affect on thcir grades, promo- 
tions, or graduation. There has been contin- 
ucd concern that this lack of conscqucnccs 
affects participation rates of students and 
schools, as well as the motivation of s t u -  

dents to perform well on NAEP. Of par- 

nonparticipation. However, the effect of 
some school and studcnt nonparticipation 
may have some utidctcrmined effect on 
rcsults. 

More rescarch is nccdcd to dclincatc thc 
factors that contribute to nonparticipation 
and lack of motivation. To that cnd, NCES 
is currently investigating how various 
typcs of incentivcs can bc effcctivcly used 
to incrcasc participation in NAEP. 

ticular concern has been thc pcrformmce 
of twelfth-gradcrs, who typically havc lowcr 
student participation rates than fourth- atid 

omit rcsponscs comparcd to thcir younger 
cohorts. 

Cautions in interpretations 
As dcscribcd carlicr, tlic NAEP writing scalc 
m;Lkcs it possible to examine rc~atio,iships 

background factors mcasurcd by NAEP. 
However, a relationship that exists between 

cighth-gradcrs and who arc marc likC1Y to between students’ performance a i d  Various 

In NAEP, thcrc has bccn a consistcnt 
pattcrn of lowcr participation ratcs for oldcr 
studcnts. In thc 2002 NAEP asscssmcnts, 
for csamplc, thc student participation ratcs 
were 94 percent and 92 percent at gradcs 4 
and 8, rcspectivcly. At gradc 12, howcvcr, 
the participation rate was 74 percent. School 
participation rates (the percentage of 
sampled schools that participated in the 
assessment) have also typically decreased 
with gradc lcvcl. In tlic 2002 asscssmcnts, 
the school participation rate was 85 percent 
for thc fourth gradc, 83 pcrccnt for thc 
cighth gradc, and 75 pcrccnt for thc twclfth 
gradc. 

Thc cffcct of Participation ratcs on 
student performancc, howcver, is unclear. 
Studcnts may choosc not to participate in 
NAEP for many reasons such as dcsirc to 
attend rcgular classcs and not miss impor- 
tant instruction or conflict with other 
school-based activities. Similarly, there arc a 
variety of rcasons for which various schools 
do not participate. The sampling weights 
and nonresponse adjustments, described 
carlicr in this documcnt, providc an 
approximate statistical adjustment for 

achievement and another variable does not 
reveal its underlying cause, which may be 
influcnced by a number of other variables. 
Similarly, thc asscssmcnts do not rcflcct thc 
influence of unmeasured variables. The 
rcsults arc most usehl whcn they are 
considcrcd in combination with othcr 
knowlcdgc about thc studcnt population 
and thc educational system, such as trcnds 
in instruction, changes in thc school-age 
population, and socictal dcmands and 
expectations. 

A caution is also wirrantcd for somc 
small population group cstimatcs. At timcs 
in this report, smaller population groups 
show vcry largc incrcascs or dccrcascs 
across years in average scores. Howcver, it is 
often necessary to interprct such score gains 
with cxtrcmc caution. For one thing, thc 
effects of exclusion-rate changes for small 
subgroups may bc morc markcd for small 
groups than thcy arc for the wholc popula- 
tion. Also, tlic standard errors arc oftcn 
quitc largc around thc scorc cstimatcs for 
small groups, which in turn means thc 
standard crror around thc gain is also largc. 
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Appendix B 
Subgroup Percentages 
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Table B.l Weighted percentage of students, by gender, grades 4,8, and 12: 1998 and 2002 

I 
1998 2002 

Mole 51 51 
Female 49 49 

Mole 51 50 
Fernole 49 50 

Mole 40 49 
Fernole 52 51 
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Table B.2 Weighted percentage of students, by race/ethnicity, grades 4,8, and 12: 1998 and 2002 

M i t e  
Black 

Hispanic 
bian/Pacific Islander 

American Indian/Alasko Native 
Other 

M i t e  
Black 

Hispanic 
Asian/Pocific Islander 

American Indian/Alaska Native 
Other 

M i t e  
Black 

Hispanic 
Asian/Pacific Islander 

American Indian/Alaska Native 
Other 

I998 

71 
16 
9 
3 
1 
1 

70 
IS 
1 1  
3 
1 
# 

72 
14 
10 
4 
# 
# 

2002 

70 
13 
10 
5 
# 
1 

BESTCOPY AVAIIMBLE 

A P P E N D I X  B N A E P  2 0 0 2  W R I T I N G  R E P O R T  CARD 2 0 9  

22% 



Table 8.3 Weighted percentage of students, by eligibility for free/reduced-price school lunch, grades 4,8, and 12: 1998 
and 2002 

I 
1998 2002 

Eligible 34 40 

Information not available . 13 13 
Not eligible 54 47 

Eligible 27 31 
Not eligible 55 53 

Information not available 17 15 

Eligible 14 19 
Not eligible 66 64 

Information not ovailoble 20 17 

NOEPenentogesrmynotddto 100, d u e l o r o u n h  
SOUREU5.Oeporlmmtof Educdbn, IraliMsof bhJdurolimkidencq NnlirmdCaderfor EdudumlionSlbdrlirj, N~AaerrmmlofbhJmlimolRogrerr(HAEP), 1998and20MWriringArr& 
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Table B.4 Weighted percentage of students, by eligibility for free/reduced-price school lunch and race/ethnicity, 
grades 4,8, and 12: 2002 

Information I 
Eligible Not eligible not available 

White 24 62 14 
Black 69 23 8 

Hispanic 68 19 13 
Asian/Pacific Islander 33 47 20 

American Indion/Aloska Native 60 31 9 

White 20 65 16 
Block 58 30 12 

Hispanic 58 28 14 
AsionjPacific Islander 31 45 24 

American Indian/Alosko Native 51 37 12 

White 11 71 18 
Black 44 44 12 

Hispanic 43 41 17 
AsianjPacific Islander 24 59 16 

# # *# American Indion/Alorka Native 
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Table B.5 Weighted percentage of students, by school participation in Title I, grades 4,8, and 12: 2002 

2002 

Participated 33 
Did not participate 67 

Participated 19 
Did not participate 81 

Participated 10 
Did not participate 9 0  

Table 8.6 Weighted percentage of students, by student-reported parents' highest level of education, 
grades 8 and 1 2  2002 

2002 

Less than high school 7 
Groduoted high school 17 

19 

Unknown 9 

Some education aher high school 
Graduated college 48  

I 

Less than high school 7 
Graduated high school 18 

Graduated college 47 
Some education after high school 25 

Unknown 3 

SOURCL U5,DepmintmIofbbJC~ Insduls of MuothSdentq Wulionol CenterIorEdumtionStatidis, Nalionoldnerrment o l ~ o ~ R o ~ e ~ l ~ ~ ,  2OMWritinghenl. 
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Table 8.7 Weighted percentage of students, by type of school, grades 4,8, and 1 2  1998 and 2002 

1998 2002 

Public 
Nonpu blic 

Nonpublic: Catholic 
Nonpublic: Other 

88 
12 
7 
4 

90 
10 

5 
4 

Public 
Nonpublic 

Nonpublic: (otholic 
Nonpublic: Other 

09 
11 
7 
5 

91 
9 
5 
4 

Public 
Nonpublic 

Nonpublic: (otholic 
Nonpublic: Other 

80 
12 
0 
3 

91 
9 
5 
'5 

Table 8.8 Weighted percentage of students, by student-reported parents' highest level of education and type of school, 
grades 8 and 1 2  2002 

Public 
Nonpublic 

Less than Graduated Some education Graduated I 
high school high school after high school college Unknown 

7 18 20 46 10 
2 9 15 69 5 

Public 
Nonpublic 

7 19 25 45 3 
2 11 20 66 2 
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Table B.9 Weighted percentage of students, by type of location, grades 4,8, and 12: 2002 

Central city 30 

RuraVsmall town 28 
Urban fringeAorge town 42 

Central city 29 
Urban f r i n g e h g e  town 42 

Rural/srnall town 29 

Central city 29 
Urban fringehrge town 40 

Rural/small town 31 

SOURC~UIDepmtmadofkhxalion, lnmtule offda~mSdenrer, N a l i o d ( M l a f o r t d u m l i o n S ~ N ~ A n e m n e ~ o f  ~duotiodR~~(NAfP),ZOOZWrilingArreMlenl. 
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Table 8.10 Weighted percentage of students, by gender, grade 4: By state, 2002 

Nation (Public) 51 49 
Alabomo 51 49 

A r i z o n o 51 49 
Arkansas 49 51 
California t 52 40 

Connecticut 52 40 
Delaware 50 50 

Florida 51 49 
Georgio 51 49 
Hawaii 51 49 
Idaho 53 47 

lndiano 50 50 
Iowa 52 40 

Kansas t 49 51 
Kentucky 50 50 
Louiriona 52 40 

Maine 51 49 
Marylond 40 52 

Massachusetts 52 40 
Michigon 51 49 

Minnesota 1 51 49 
Mississippi 50 50 

Missouri 50 50 
Montana t 51 49 
Nebraska 50 50 

Nevada 49 51 
New Mexico 53 47 

New York 51 49 
North Carolina 50 50 
North Dokota t 50 50 

Ohio 50 50 
Oklahoma 51 49 

Oregon 50 50 
Pennsyivonio 51 49 
Rhode Islond 52 40 

South Carolina 51 49 
Tennessee 1 50 50 

Texas 51 49 
Utah 52 40 

Vermont 50 50 
50 
46 

Virginia 50 
Washington 54 

West Virginia 49 51 
Wyoming 51 49 

District of (olumbia 49 51 
DDESS ' 50 50 

DoDDS 50 so 
Guam 52 40 

Other Jurisdictions 

Virgin Islands 49 51 
1 Indicoier hut the~dictiondidnotmeet ~ e ~ m m e o l r h e g u i d e L n f o r d D o l p i ~ m 2 ~ 2 .  ' DepmimmtdDehemeDDepnderdBanEntnydSemdmy~mk 
~llqmEaddoetema*ependenhSdmlr(0vsrers 
SOURCk US. Department of hmlior, lnrtaule ofEdmlimSdence$ Nofimrd (enterfot Edumtion SloMcs, Ndd Arrerrmdol Educolionol ROgnrr~NAIp), 2002WmgAsrenmenI. 
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Table B.l l  Weighted percentage of students, by gender, grade 8 By state, 1998 and 2002 

1 9 9 8  2002 1 9 9 8  2002 
Nation (Public) 

Alabama 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
California I 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Indiana 
Kansas 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota * 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Mexico 

New York t 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon I 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
Tennessee I 

Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington I 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin t 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
American Samoa 

District of Columbia 
DDESS 

DoDDS 
Guam 

Virgin Islands 

51 
49 
51 
50 
40 
51 
50 
51 
49 
52 
53 

- 
50 
47 
49 
50 
51 

51 
49 
51 
50 

50 
52 
51 
51 

- 

- 

- 
- 
52 
51 

51 
51 
40 
49 
49 

52 
49 
52 
51 
52 

- 

- 

- 
40 
51 
49 

44 
- 

50 
50 
50 
53 
52 

51 
51 
50 
51 
52 
52 
50 
51 
49 
51 
49 
40 
53 
52 

49 
50 
53 
51 
52 
51 
52 
50 
52 
50 
50 
53 
51 
52 
50 
51 
50 
51 
52 
51 
52 
51 

51 

- 

- 

- 

50 
49 
47 
50 
51 
47 

49 
51 
49 
50 
52 
49 
50 
49 
51 
40 
47 
- 

- 
50 
53 
51 
50 
49 

49 
51 
49 
50 

50 
40 
49 
49 

- 

- 

- 
- 
40 
49 

49 
49 
52 
51 
51 

40 
51 
40 
49 
40 

- 

- 

- 
52 
49 
51 

56 
- 

50 
50 
50 
47 
40 

49 
49 
50 
49 
40 
40 
so 
49 
51 
49 
51 
52 
47 
40 

51 
50 
47 
49 
40 
49 
40 
50 
40 
50 
50 
47 
49 
40 
50 
49 
50 
49 
40 
49 
40 
49 

49 

- 

- 

- 

50 
51 
53 
50 
49 
53 
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Table B.12 Weighted percentage of students, by race/ethnicity, g rade 4: By state, 2002 

Nation (Public) 
Aloboma 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
Colifornio * 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Indiana 
low0 * 

Kansas * 
Kentucky 
Louisiono 

Maine 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota * 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana * 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Mexico 

New York * 
North Carolina 
North Dakota * 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
Tennessee 4 

Texas 
Utoh 

Vermont. 
Virginia 

Washington 4 
West Virginio 

Wyoming 
Other Jurisdictions 

District of Columbia 
DDESS 

DoDDS 
Guam 

Viroin Islands 

White 
60 
61 
50 
69 
35 
72 
58 
51 
53 
17 
85 
80 
86 
78 
86 
46 
96 
52 
78 
72 
82 
47 
79 
86 
82 
53 
35 
54 
58 
88 
76 
59 
78 
77 
73 
55 
73 
36 
85 
96 
64 
77 
95 
86 

4 
40 
47 

1 
1 

Black 
18 
36 

5 
25 
7 

13 
33 
24 
38 

3 
1 

13 
6 
8 

12 
51 

2 
37 

8 
20 
6 

52 
17 

1 
6 

11 
2 

19 
31 

1 
20 
11 
3 

17 
9 

42 
23 
18 

1 
1 

25 
7 
4 
1 

87 
27 
15 
# 

86 

Hispanic 
17 

1 
35 

5 
46 
11 
6 

2 1  
5 
3 .  

11 
4 
4 

10 
1 
2 
1 
5 
8 
4 
4 
1 
2 
2 
8 

28 
47 
21 
6 
1 
2 
8 

11 
4 

13 
2 
2 

41 
8 
1 
5 
6 
# 
8 

7 
12 
7 
# 

12 

Asian/ 
Pacific Islander 

4 
1 
2 
1 

10 
3 
2 
2 
3 

63 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
4 
5 
2 
4 
1 
1 
1 
1 
6 
2 
6 
2 
1 
1 
1 
5 
2 
3 
1 
1 
3 
3 
1 
4 
7 
1 
1 

1 
3 
7 

98 
# 

American Indian/ 
Alaska Native 

1 
1 
7 
# 
1 
# 
# 
# 
# 
# 
2 
1 
# 
1 
# 
1 
# 
1 
# 
2 
4 
# 
# 

10 
3 
2 

13 
# 
2 
8 
# 

18 
1 
# 
1 
# 
# 
1 
1 
# 
1 
3 
# 
4 

# 
1 
1 
# 
# 

1 
# 
# 
# 
1 
# 
# 
1 
1 

13 
# 
1 
1 
# 
1 
# 
# 
# 
1 
1 
1 
# 
# 
# 
# 
# 
1 
1 
2 
# 
1 
2 
2 
# 
# 
# 
# 
# 
# 
1 
1 
# 
# 
1 

# 
16 
22 
# 
1 
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Table B.13 Weighted percentage of students, by race/ethnicity, grade 8: By state, 1998 and 2002 

Asian/ American In 
Hispanic Pacific Islander Alaska Nat ive 

1998 2002 1998 2002 1998 2002 1998 2002 1998 2002 1998 2002 

Notion (Public) 69 64 16 15 11 14 3 4 1 1 # 1 
Alabama 67 62 31 36 1 1 1 1 # # # #  

Arizona 60 57 4 5 26 30 2 2 7 6 # #  
Arkansas 74 73 23 23 2 3 1 1 # 1 # #  
California 42 37 8 7 39 42 10 13 1 1 1 1 
Colorado 75 - 5 - 1 7 -  3 -  1 -  # -  

Connecticut 78 70 11 14 9 12 2 3 #  1 1 1 
Delaware 67 64 27 29 4 5 2 2 # # # #  

Florida 56 55 28 23 14 18 2 2 # # # I  
Georgia 58 54 36 37 2 5 2 3 # # 1 1 
Hawaii 17 16 2 2 2 2 67 68 #' # 12 12 

# Idaho - 88 - 1 -  9 -  1 -  1 
Indiana - 86 - 9 -  2 -  1 -  # -  1 

# Kansas4 - 80 - 8 -  7 -  2 -  1 
Kentucky 89 90 10 8 #  1 1 1 # # # #  
Louisiana 58 53 40 43 1 1 1 1 # 1 # #  

Maine 97 97 1 1 # 1 1 1 # # # #  
Maryland 59 55 34 34 3 5 4 5 #  # # #  

Massachusetts 81 75 6 9 9 10 4 5 # # # 1 
Michigan - 77 - 18 - 2 -  2 -  # -  # 

Minnesota+ 85 - 5 -  2 -  5 -  3 -  # -  
Mississippi 51 52 48 47 # # 1 # #  # # #  

Missouri 84 81 14 16 1 1 1 1 # # # #  
Montana4 92 84 # 1 1 2 1 1 5 12 # #  

# Nebraska - 84 - 6 -  7 -  1 -  1 
Nevada 65 60 9 10 19 22 5 7 2 1 # #  

NewMexico 40 36 3 2 46 47 1 1 9 13 1 # 
NewYorkl 60 55 19 21 15 17 5 6 #  # 1 # 

North Carolina 64 63 28 30 2 4 2 2 3 # # 1 
North Dakota * - 92 - 1 -  2 -  1 -  4 - # 

Ohio - 80 - 15 - 2 -  1 -  # -  2 
Oklahoma 74 62 7 11 4 6 2 1 12 18 1 1 

Oregon+ 85 82 2 2 6 8 4 5 2 2 1 1 
Pennsylvania - 81 - 13 - 4 -  3 -  # -  # 
Rhode Island 81 75 7 9 8 13 3 2 # # 1 # 

South Carolina 58 56 40 42 1 1 1 1 # # # #  
Tennessee* 77 77 21 20 1 2 1 1 # # # #  

Texas 50 44 13 12 32 40 3 3 1 1 # #  
Utah 89 86 1 1 6 8 3 3 1 2 # I  

# Vermont - 96 - 1 -  # -  1 -  1 
Virginia 68 66 26 24 3 4 3 4 # # # #  

Washington* 81 79 4 4 7 7 6 8 2 2 # #  
West Virginia 95 95 4 4 #  # # # #  # # #  

Lconsin * 84 - 8 -  4 -  3 -  1 -  # -  
Wyoming 90 88 1 2 5 7 1 1 2 3 # #  

American Samoa - # -  # -  # - 100 - # -  # 
District of Columbia 4 3 89 87 5 8 1 2 # # # #  

DDESSI 42 38 27 23 22 20 2 6 1 1 7 13 
DoDDS2 49 48 19 15 7 7 8 9 1 1 17 19 
Guam - 2 -  # -  # - 9 6 -  # -  2 

Yirgin Islands # # 87 85 11 12 # # #  # 2 2 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Other Jurisdictions 
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Table B.14 Weighted percentage of students, by eligibility for free/reduced-price school lunch, grade 4: By state, 2002 

Notion (Public) 
Alabamo 

A r i z o n o 
Arkansas 
California + 

Connecticut 
Delowore 

Florida 
Georgio 
Hawaii 
ldoho 

indiono 
Iowa I 

Kansas + 
Kentucky 
Louisiono 

Maine 
Maryland 

Massochusetts 
Michigon 

Minnesota 4 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana I 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Mexico 

New York I 
North Carolino 
North Dokoto + 

Ohio 
Oklohoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode lslond 

South Corolino 
Tennessee t 

Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginio 

Washington * 
West Virginia 

Wyoming 
Other Jurisdictions 

District of Columbio 
DDESS 

DoDDS l 
Guam 

Virsin islands 

43 
53 
46 
56 
46 
27 
38 
55 
47 
47 
45 
33 
30 
43 
48 
61 
31 
39 
27 
38 
29 
65 
41 
38 
40 
38 
56 
44 
49 
31 
32 
55 
38 
34 
33 
54 
45 
58 
32 
27 
33 
32 
52 
41 

78 
32 
8 

61 
99 

49 
34 
36 
40 
37 
66 
60 
43 
50 
52 
47 
60 
70 
56 
50 
31 
63 
58 
67 
57 
58 
25 
56 
57 
56 
56 
29 
49 
47 
66 
61 
42 
48 
63 
54 
40 
50 
3 1  
63 
69 
65 
59 
45 
56 

21 
35 
25 
39 
# 

7 
13 
18 
3 

17 
6 
2 
2 
3 
1 
9 
7 
# 
# 
2 
8 
6 
3 
6 
5 

14 
10 
3 
5 
4 
6 

15 
7 
4 
2 
7 
3 

13 
3 

13 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
3 
9 
3 
4 

1 
33 
66 
# 
1 

235 
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Table B.15 Weighted percentage of students, by eligibility for free/reduced-price school lunch, grode 8 
By state, 1998 and 2002 

1998 2002 1998 2002 1 9 9 8  2002 
Nation (Public) 

Alabamo 
Arizono 

Arkansas 
California I t  
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Indiana 
Kansas * 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Maryland 

Massachusem 
Michigan 

Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana t 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Mexico 

New York t 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon t 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
Tennessee 

Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington t 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin t 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 
Ameriton Samoa 

District of Columbia 
DDESS 

DODOS 
Guam 

Virain Islands 

30 
39 
33 
35 
39 
24 
18 
27 
40 
35 
37 
- 
- 
- 
39 
48 
26 
28 
23 

23 
51 
28 
14 

26 
43 
37 
32 

- 

- 

- 
- 
34 
26 

27 
41 
33 
38 
22 

23 
23 
39 
21 
24 

- 

- 

- 
61 
33 

5 

80 
- 

34 
42 
34 
44 
36 

30 
32 
43 
40 
40 
32 
25 
30 
40 
50 
24 
26 
29 
34 

58 
30 
31 
35 
28 
51 
37 
38 
25 
24 
45 
26 
30 
24 
45 
38 
45 
14  
21 
26 
22 
44 

32 

- 

- 

- 

100 
67 
25 

6 
30 
99 

58 
59 
52 
60 
45 
65 
68 
63 
50 
53 
59 
- 
- 
- 
57 
43 
66 
69 
73 

70 
42 
69 
67 

65 
42 
46 
61 

- 

- 

- 
- 
57 
69 

71 
55 
65 
59 
67 

70 
67 
57 
71 
74 

- 

- 

- 
21 
65 
22 

# 
- 

56 
42 
53 
54 
46 

62 
68 
52 
55 
59 
60 
69 
67 
57 
36 
69 
71 
69 
60 

36 
65 
67 
63 
62 
29 
56 
53 
74 
65 
50 
63 
69 
60 
51 
52 
48 
66 
78 
70 
56 
55 

65 

- 

- 

- 

# 
32 
54 
23 
69 
# 

12 
2 

15 
5 

17 
11 
13 
11 
10 
12 
4 
- 
- 
- 

4 
9 
7 
3 
5 

7 
7 
3 
9 

9 
15 
17 

7 

- 

- 

- 
- 

9 
5 

1 
4 
2 
3 

11 

7 
10 
3 
8 
2 

- 

- 

- 
17 
2 

13  

20 
- 

10 
16 
14 
2 

18 

8 
1 
5 
5 
1 
8 
6 
3 
3 

14 
7 
2 
2 
7 

6 

- 

- 

20 
8 
9 
2 

11 
5 

11 
# 

16 
4 

10 
7 
9 
1 
3 

22 
1 .  

3 
- 

# 
1 

21 
71 
1 
1 
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Appendix C 
State-Level Contextual Variables 

To help place state results from the NAEP 2002 writing 
assessment into context, this appendx presents selected 
state-level data from the Digest of Ehcatioiz Statistics 2001. 
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Table C.l Population and public-school enrollment, from non-NAEP sources: By state, April 2000 and fa l l  1999 

Notion 
Alabama 

Alaska 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 

Indiana 
low0 

Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota 
Missinsip pi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 

Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 

New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 

Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington 
West Virginia 

Wnconsin 
Wyoming 

Americon Samoa 
Guam 

Virgin Islands 

Estimated resident papulotions: 
April 1, 2000 

Totol 
(in thousondr) 

281,422 
4,447 

627 
5,131 
2,673 

33,872 
4,301 
3,406 

784 
572 

15,982 
8,186 
1,212 
1,294 

12,419 
6,080 
2,926 
2,688 
4,042 
4,469 
1,275 
5,296 
6,349 
9,938 
4,919 
2,845 
5,595 

902 
1,711 
1,998 
1,236 
8,414 
1,819 

18,976 
8,049 

642 
11,353 
3,451 
3,421 

12,281 
1,048 
4,012 

755 
5,689 

20,852 
2,233 

609 
7,079 
5,894 
1,808 
5,364 

494 
- 
- 
- 

5- to  17-yeor-old! 
(in thousands) 

53,118 
827 
143 
985 
499 

6,763 
803 
618 
143 
82 

2,701 
1,574 

218 
271 

2,369 
1,151 

545 
524 
729 
902 
231 

1,003 
1,103 
1,924 

957 
571 

1,058 
175 
333 
366 
234 

1,524 
378 

3,451 
1,425 

121 
2,133 

656 
624 

2,194 
184 
745 
152 

1,024 
4,262 

509 
114 

1,276 
1,120 

301 
1,026 

98 

Enrollment In public elementory and setandory schools: 

Total 
46,857,321 

740,732 
134,391 
852,612 
451,034 

6,038,589 
708,109 
553,993 
11 2,836 
77,194 

2,381,396 
1,422,762 

185,860 
245,331 

2,027,600 
988,702 
497,301 
472,188 
648,180 
756,579 
209,253 
846,582 
971,425 

1,725,617 
854,034 
500,716 
914,110 
157,556 
288,261 
325,610 
206,783 

1,289,256 
324,495 

2,887,776 
1,275,925 

112,751 
1,836,554 

627,032 
545,033 

1,816,716 
156,454 
666,780 
131,037 
916,202 

3,991,783 
480,255 
104,559 

1,133,994 
1,003,714 

291,811 
877,753 
92,105 
15,477 
32,951 
20,866 

FoII 1999 

Kindergarten 
through grade 8' 

33,488,158 
538,687 
95,601 

623,561 
317,714 

4,336,687 
506,568 
403,913 
80,274 
59,917 

1,725,493 
1,044,030 

133,250 
168,822 

1,462,234 
699,221 
335,919 
325,818 
458,607 
548,019 
148,774 
607,125 
706,251 

1,244,586 
580,363 
365,357 
648,758 
107,490 
197,014 
239,625 
146,854 
953,766 
228,592 

2,033,748 
934,725 
74,968 

1,296,450 
446,719 
378,474 

1,262) 81 
1 13,520 
483,725 

89,590 
664,393 

2,895,853 
329,185 
72,276 

817,143 
694,750 
203,475 
596,439 
61,654 
11,899 
24,151 
14,821 

Grodes 9-12 
13,369,163 

202,045 
38,790 

229,051 
133,320 

1,701,902 
201,541 
150,080 
32,562 
17,277 

655,903 
378,732 
52,610 
76,509 

565,366 
289,481 
161,382 
146,370 
189,573 
208,560 
60,479 

239,457 
265,174 
481,031 
273,671 
135,359 
265,352 

50,066 
91,247 
85,985 
59,929 

335,490 
95,903 . 

854,028 
341,200 

37,783 
540,104 
180,313 
166,559 
554,535 
42,934 

183,055 
41,447 

251,809 
1,095,930 

151,070 
32,283 

316,851 
308,964 

88,336 
281,314 

30,451 
3,578 
8,800 
6,045 
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Table C.2 Poverty status of school-age children and children served under Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
and Chapter 1, from non-NAEP sources: By state, 1998 and school years 1990-91 through 1999-2000 

Nation 
Alobomo 

Alaska 
Arizona 

Arkonsos 
Colifornio 
Colorado 

(onnedicut 
Delaware 

District of (olumbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
ldoho 
Illinois 

lndiono 
low0 

Kansos 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Maryland 

Mossochusetts 
Michigon 

Minnesoto 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montono 
Nebraska 

Nevado 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 

New York 
North (arolino 
North Dakoto 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South (arolino 
South Dokota 

Tennessee 
Texos 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginio 

Washington 
West Virginio 

Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

American Somoo 
Guom 

Virgin Islands 

- Ddomre MI nvdnblt 

Poverty status of 5- to 17-year-olds: 1998 

Number in poverty 
(in thousands) 

9,167 
156 

13 
222 

57 
1,459 

93 
82 
24 
33 

474 
377 

32 
50 

308 
140 
73 
59 

118 
244 

27 
66 

163 
31 1 
130 
108 
136 
42 
54 
49 
34 

194 
101 
840 
277 

28 
339 
120 
121 
382 

36 
129 

13 
156' 
809 

55 
13 
92 

118 
65 

109 
13 
- 
- 
- 

Percent in poverty 

17.8 
21.8 
9.0 

23.6 
13.1 
22.3 
12.5 , 

13.4 
15.7 
46.0 
20.5 
24.7 
14.5 
17.4 
12.1 
12.6 
14.2 
13.2 
16.7 
29.8 
12.0 
8.1 

15.0 
14.8 
12.6 
19.3 

, 14.4 
21.2 
14.8 
12.8 
13.3 
13.2 
23.5 
28.9 
21.3 
17.2 
16.0 
19.9 
19.4 
18.0 
20.5 
17.6 
9.2 

14.5 
20.1 
11.8 
12.2 
7.9 

10.8 
25.7 
11.5 
13.0 

Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and 
Improvement Act, State Operated Programs . 

Number of children: 
1999-2000 school yeor 

6,195,113 
99,763 
17,495 
93,336 
60,864 

640,815 
76,948 
74,722 
16,287 
9,348 

356,198 
164,374 
22,964 
29,112 

291,221 
151,599 
71,970 
60,036 
91,537 
96,632 
35,139 

111,711 
165,013 
21 3,404 
107,942 
62,359 

134,950 
19,039 
42,577 
35,703 
28,597 

214,330 
52,346 

434,347 
173,067 
13,612 

236,200 
83,149 
73,531 

231,175 
29,895 

103,153 
16,246 

126,732 
493,850 

55,389 
14,073 

161,298 
116,235 
50,314 

121,209 
13,307 

703 
2,230 
1.617 

Percent chmge: 
1990-91 to 1999-2000 

30.1 
5.1 

18.7 
63.1 
27.2 
36.6 
34.8 
15.7 
13.9 
48.6 
50.9 
61.2 
74.4 
32.2 
21.8 
32.2 
18.6 
32.8 

31.2 
25.6 

. 15.3 

22.4 
6.7 

27.8 
33.4 

2.3 
32.4 
11.1 
30.0 
93.6 
45.5 
18.2 
45.3 
41.3 
40.6 

8.9 
15.0 
26.6 
33.3 

5.4 
41.8 
32.6 

8.4 
20.8 
40.8 
16.0 
14.8 
41.5 
36.1 
16.6 
39.4 
18.8 
93.7 
27.4 
21.3 
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P I  
81 
61 
E l  
PI 
PI 
0 1  

I P1 
Z l  
zz 
S l  

I S 1  
P I  
SI 
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0 1  
51  
91  
P I  
9 1  
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SI 
6 1  
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SI 
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11 
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